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Current Topics. 


County Court Rules under the Finance Act, 1912. 


WE PRINT elsewhere a set of County Court Rules which have 
been made under section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912. An 
application as to the amount which the lessee of licensed 
premises is entitled to recover from his lessor is to be made to 
the county court for the district in which the premises are situate. 
The application is to be in the form of an ordinary action, and 
particulars of demand are to be filed. As was anticipated, the 
rules furnish no assistance in meeting the difficulties raised by 
the section, and county court judges may expect to have some 
interesting problems to solve. 


Appeals under the Finance Act, 1910. 


UNpDER section 33 of the Finance Act, 1910, a right of appeal 
to the High Court is allowed to a person aggrieved by the 
decision of a referee. By section 7 of the Revenue Act, 1911, 
the same right of appeal is given to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue. Rules regulating appeals under section 33 by 
individuals were issued in January, 1911. We print elsewhere 
a set of rules applying the former rules generally to appeals by 
the commissioners, but r. 14, which is inappropriate, is excluded, 
and some change in the wording of the rules is made to adapt 
them to the case of a claim by the commissioners. Substantially 
the procedure will be the same whether the appeal is by an 
individual or the commissioners. 


The Hundred Years of Peace. 

THE PROPOSED celebration of the 100th anniversary of peace 
among English-speaking peoples is not likely to produce any- 
thing more striking than a passage from Lord Grey’s speech at 
the Mansion House meeting on Wednesday :—“ Although the 
boundaries of Canada march with those of the United States for 
near 4,000 miles, not a sentinel, not a cannon, not a fort exists 
on either side of this long, this almost invisible frontier to mark 
the existence of any mutual suspicion between two great friendly 
peoples who have no other idea but that of living side by side 
in permanent amity and peace.” This result does not depend 
upon formal arbitration treaties, and between pane who 
realize that under no circumstances ean differences of opinion 
result in war, such treaties, however useful, are not essential. 
The letter of the late United States ambassador, Mr. WHITELAW 
Rep, which was read at the meeting, was a striking confirmation 


of this view. 
9 
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The County Court Appointments. 

THE RETIREMENT of Judges HANS HAMILTON and NAPIER has 
followed that of Judge Cyrit Dopp, K.C., which we announced 
a fortnight ago, and the vacancies thus created have been filled 
by Mr. Srurces, K.C., and Mr. MACPHERSON respectively. 
Both of these gentlemen have enjoyed a considerable practice 
at the bar, and are likely to give satisfaction in the discharge 
of their new duties. Mr. StuRGES, it will be remembered, was 
one of the last batch of silks. Although he owes his silk gown 
to Lord HALDANE, curiously enough it is not the Lord Chan- 
cellor who has bestowed upon him his county court judgeship. 
For the Lancaster County Court, like the Lancaster Chancery 
Court, the Salford Hundred Court, and the Liverpool Court of 
Passage, is within the sphere of patronage exercised by the 
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. At the present day the 
Duchy of Lancaster is the only portion of England and Wales 
which is technically exempt from the direct jurisdiction of the 
Crown, for it is as Dukes of Lancaster, not as Kings of England, 
that our monarchs administer justice there. Formerly 
a similar rule prevailed within the other two Palatine 
counties, Chester and Durham; but this was abolished at 
the beginning of last century, and the administrative systems of 
those counties were fused in that of the whole country. Indeed, 
the famous Lord LYNDHURST, then Serjeant CoPpLEy, was the last 
Chief Justice of Chester ; and his appointment to that office by a 
Tory Government, which not long before had been the subject of 
his attacks, was lampooned by the Whig journalists of the day 
as the “baiting of the rat-trap with Chester cheese.” Lord 
CAMPBELL tells the story, not, perhaps, without some bias, in 
his “Lives of Lyndhurst pod Brougham ”—that celebrated 
volume of anticipatory biography which, in the words of the 
former, “added a new terror to death.” The historical situation 
of the three Counties Palatine is interesting, since they are the 
only examples in England of the system which prevailed through- 
out the Continent in the early Middle Ages, namely the 
possession, by the tenants-in-chief of the Crown, of a jurisdiction 
which excluded the entrance of the Royal judges within the 
privileged domains. Neither the High, the Middle, nor the Lov 
Justice—to borrow the three names by which French jurists have 
distinguished the three degrees of jurisdiction, varying from 
power of life and death down to mere summary jurisdiction— 
was successfully claimed by English vassals. The Quo Warranio 
writ, issued out of the King’s Bench, effectually quashed any pre- 
tensions tothem. Only in the three border ccunties engaged in 
constant strife with Scotland or Wales, did the system succeed 
in taking the form of “ Palatine Counties.” The reformer who 
loves symmetry will perhaps be disposed to ask whether there 
any longer exists a reason for maintaining it. 


The Independence of Judges. 


A FRENCH writer, M. Emite Faquet, of the French 
Academy, published some time ago, under the title of “The 
Cult of Incompetence,” a criticism of some of the tendencies of 
modern democracies, and among his themes is the judicial 
incompetence which arises from making the appointment of 
judges depend either on the Government or upon the electors. 
With us, fortunately, the question has not arisen, for though 
most judicial offices are filled up by the Lord Chancellor, who 
is necessarily a leading member of the political party in power 
for the time being, yet the character of individual Chancellors 
and the force of the traditions attaching to the office, deprive the 
appointments in nearly all cases of any suspicion of political 
motive. The cases in which such motive exists are not 
numerous enough to detract from the general character 
of the bench for absolute independence. But the same 
advantages are not possessed by all other countries, and the 
character of judges may be lowered either because their election 
and tenure of office depend on a popular vote, or because they 
start as judges of low rank and their advancement depends on 
the favour they enjoy with Government officials for the time being. 
The whole question is effectively discussed by M. Faquet, whose 
book, either in the original or in the translation published by 
Mr. JoHN MURRAY, is of intere-t to English readers; but the 
point most worthy of note is his suggestion for preserving the 








independence of judges by a mode of cooptation. He proposes, 
as one method, that all the doctors of law in France should choose 
the judges of appeal, and that the judges of appeal should 
choose and promote all the judges ; or else that the judges should 
choose the judges of appeal, and the judges of appeal should 
appoint and promote the judges. What disadvantages there 
might be in such a system we need not inquire, but at least it 
would make the judges independent of the Government and the 
people. / 

The Bar Council on County Court Extension. 

THe ANNUAL STATEMENT for 1912, issued by the General 
Committee of the Bar, expresses strong disapproval of the 
main provision of the County Court Bill as contained in 
clause 1, and supports this opinion by reasons which are deserving 
of careful consideration. Clause 1 provides, in sub-section (1), 
that ‘‘county courts shall, save as hereinafter provided, have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine any action which can be 
commenced in the High Court, notwithstanding that the debt, 
demand or damage claimed is not limited to £100.” The 
excluded actions are ejectment, and actions in which title comes 
in question, action for libel or slander, and for seduction or 
breach of promise. The extension would not affect actions 
assigned to the Chancery, or the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Divisions ; and the defendant would have the right to obtain the 
removal of the action to the High Court. The Bar Council point 
out that the Bill is intended to produce a large increase in the 
number of county court actions over £100, and the gist of their 
criticism is that such action “would be determined in 
courts where the congestion of business is a serious and 
growing evil, and the constant subject of grave complaint ;” 
and, further, that for heavy actions it is necessary to provide 
for the trial being continued, if necessary, from day to 
day, and that the arrangements for the county court business do 
not admit of continuity of trial in cases of any length. More- 
over, if the procedure is to be assimilated io the procedure in the 
High Court, the advantage of cheap procedure in the county court 
is lost. The Council disapprove of the proposal to relieve the 
congestion by the appointment of temporary assistant county 
court judges, and they argue that the local administration of 
justice by judges fixed in their districts is often open to objection. 
This last point, we imagine, is not one of substance ; county court 
judges already have as important duties to perform as those 
which the extended jurisdiction would impose upon them ; and 
there has been, so far as,we are aware, no complaint in 
regard to their being local judges, nor do we suppose that 
there would be any. And as to the anticipated congestion of 
county court business, that is a matter which can be avoided by 
suitable arrangements. The suggested change would, no doubt, 
tend to diminish the work at assizes, and it would bring the 
county courts appreciably nearer to being district courts of the 
High Court. But the assize arrangements have long been unsatis- 
factory, and such a co-ordination of our system of the administra- 
tion of justice is not to be deprecated. 


Costs in Admiralty Actions. 

A NEAT point of practice came before the President of the 
Probate Division a fortnight ago, in the case of the Bravo (Times, 
December 7th). ‘The short facts of the case were these: ‘I'wo 
vessels had collided together under such circumstances that both 
vessels were found by the court to be in fault. But the degrees 
of default which they had exhibited were very different, for the 
court imputed four-fifths of the blame to one vessel and only one- 
fifth to another—a somewhat nice calculation of degrees in wrong- 
doing. Now, according to the well-known rule of the Admiralty 
Court which prevailed until the Maritime Conventions Act, 1911, 
came into force at the end of last year, each vessel, when both 
are to blame, has to bear a moiety of the damage jointly done. 
But this practice did not extend to costs ; these were borne by the 
vessel incurring them unless a contrary direction was given by 
the judge in the exercise of his discretion. By section 1 of the 
new statute, however, as we have pointed out in previous issues, 
this old rule is altered, and now the damage caused by 
the joint negligence of two vessels colliding with one 
another is to be divided between them in proportion to theif 
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degree of default. Since the Brav’s case came within the 
statute, the President, therefore, duly assessed the burden of 
damages between the vesseis in the proportion of four to one. 
Then the question arose as to costs ; were they to follow the new 
rule, and be divided in the same proportion? Primdé facie this 
seems quite reasonable, since in many cases costs exceed 
damages, and a defaulting vessel which has to bear its own costs 
may gain very little by being recouped four-fifths of the damage 
it has suffered. On the other hand, the statute uses no words 
which can be said to include “ costs” within “damages.” That 
being so, the President felt bound to follow the old practice and 
lexve each vessel to bear its own costs. But since it is the duty 
of a judge to exercise his discretion as to costs upon the facts of 
each case as it arises, he refrained from expressly laying down 
any rule on the point. It is well-settled law that a judge on 
whom a discretion is conferred as to costs cannot fetter his 
discretion by laying down a general rule; he must decide each 
case as it arises: Reg. v. Marylebone County Court Judge (1890), 
34 SoLictTors’ JouRNAL, 459. To have laid down a rule here 
would simply have afforded the objecting party an opportunity 
of asking the Court of Appeal to review the exercise of bis 
discretion, which they could not otherwise have done. 


‘* Market Price.” 


WHEN a lease of a “tied house” contains a stipulation that 
liquor shall be supplied to the tenant at “the fair market price,” a 
question arises whether the landlord intends to supply liquor at 
the prices ruling for tied houses or free houses, for, in fact, the 
prices appear to be different. Primé facie it might be thought 
that the landlord obtained his advantage by securing a purchaser 
for his liquor, and that the price to the tied house would be 
the same as elsewhere. But, in practice, things work out other- 
wise, and the owner of a tied house looks to make his profit not 
only by the supply of liquor, but by the enhanced price which he 
gets for the liquor. Such, at least, seems to be the case, and this 
view is confirmed by the circumstances appearing in Charrington & 
Co. v. Wooder in the Court of Appeal last week (Zimes, 13th 
inst.) There the defendant was tenant to the plaintiffs, under 
a lease by which he agreed to deal with them exclusively for beer, 
“provided that they shall be willing to supply the same to the 
lessee at the fair market price.” It is always an implied term of 
such a stipulation that the beer shall be of good quality, and the 
express terms fixed the price. But the jury found there were two 
market prices, one for tied houses and one for free houses ; and 
while the plaintiffs claimed the tied-house price for beer supplied, 
the defendant contended that he was only liable to pay 
the free-house price. As between these contentions the court 
were unanimously in favour of the tenant, and adopted the view 
of MoucTon, L.J., in an unreported case of Russell v. Crawford, 
that a special price to a tied house was not a “market price” at 
all. “To my mind the words ‘market price’ are absolutely 
fatal to the contention that you are to look at the prices to tied 
houses. The essence of a tied house is that it is banned from 
the market.” And this, indeed, expresses all that there is to be 
said on the question. A market implies open competition 
between buyers and sellers. But as to the manner in which this 
principle was to be applied in the particular case the court 
differed. VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and Kennepy, L.JJ., held that, 
as regards beer already taken by the defendant, he was liable to 
pay the price claimed by the plaintiffs. His remedy, if they 
would not supply at the market price, was to refuse to take the 
beer and go elsewhere. On the strict construction of the proviso 
this may be correct, but Bucktey, L.J., dissented, and took 
what seems to be the fairer view—that the defendant was bound 
to pay only the market price. 


Surrender of Shares. 


THE POWER of a company te accept a surrender of shares has 
been the subject of frequent discussion, and the tendency of the 
courts has been to restrict the power within narrow limits. A 
dictum of James, L.J., in Teasdale’s Cuse (9 Ch. App., p. 58), 
expressed the power in terms which has since been held to be 
too wide. “A company,” he said, “may give itself power to 
purchase its own shares, to take surrenders of shares, and to 
cancel certificates of shares.” But a purchase of shares by the 





company has the effect of reducing the cap'tal, and it is now 
well settled that this is unlawful: Trevor v. Whitworth (12 App. 
Cas. 409) ; British and American Trustee, &c., Corporation v. Couper 
(1894, A. C. 414); and in Bellerby v. Rowland & Marwood’s 
Steamship Co. (1902, 2 Ch. 14), there are dicta that a surrender 
can only be supported under circumstances which would justify 
the company in forfeiting the shares (per STIRLING and 
Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., at pp. 29, 31). But this goes to 
the other extreme. The objection is not to a surrender of 
shares as such, but to any reduction of capital which may 
be involved. Hence, if the surrender involves no reduction of 
capital it is not open to objection. This was the nature of the 
surrender in Teasdale’s Case (supra), paid-up shares having been 
surrendered in consideration of the issue of new paid-up shares of 
the same nominal value; and the decision was followed by 
Stiri, J., in Lichbaum v. City of Chicago Grain Elevators (1891, 
3 Ch. 459). In the recent case of Lowell v. John Rowell & 
Sons (1912, 2 Ch. 609) a similar transaction was in question, and 
WARRINGTON, J., had to consider whether 7vasdale’s Case, so far 
as it related to a surrender not involving a reduction of capital, 
had been over-ruled by later decisions. Under a scheme for 
rearranging the capital of the company, certain £6 per cent. 
fully-paid preference shares had been, in 1896, surrendered in 
exchange for fully-paid £5 preference shares of the same nominal 
value. The surrendered shares were not cancelled, but were 
subject to re-issue by the company. This transaction involved 
no recuction of capital, and was valid according to the actual 
decision in Teasdale’s Case, while against it were the dicta in 
Bellerby v. Rowland & Marwood’s Steamship Co. These dicta, 
however, do not seem to be, justified in principle, and the learned 
judge held that the earlier decision was still, on this point, un- 
impeached, and that the surrender was valid. 


‘* Eldest Son.’’ 

THE RULE in settlements and wills, where the eldest son takes 
the estate and the younger sons are entitled to portions, is that the 
period for ascertaining whether a son is an eldest or a younger 
son is the time when the portions become payable. But this is 
only a rule of construction, and will, of course, yield to a clear 
expression of intention in the settlement that the character of a 
younger son is to be ascertained when the portions vest, and not 
when they become payable. What is sufficient to shew such an 
intention it is not easy to say, and the authority on the point is 
meagre. In Windham v. Graham (1 Russ. 331), where portions 
were given to younger children to be vested in such of them as 
attained twenty-one, and there was an accruer clause, to take 
effect in the event of a younger son dying, or becoming an 
eldest son and entitled in possession to the settled estate before 
attaining twenty-one, it was held that the character of a younger 
child was to be ascertained by reference to the time when the 
portions vested, and not when they became payable. But in He 
Bayley’s Settlement (9 Eq. 491; 6 Ch. App. 590), where the limita- 
tion was simply jto the children other than an eldest son, 
without any declaration as to vesting, but with a similar accruer 
clause, it was held that the period of distribution was the date 
for ascertaining a younger son, and that the accruer clause was 
not asufficient expression of intention to exclude the general 
rule. The case of Vindham v. Graham was decided in 1826, and 
with the exception of a doubt which James, L.J., seems to have 
entertained with regard to it in Re Bayley’s Settlement, it does not 
appear to have ever been questioned. An almost exactly similar 
settlement came before Eve, J., in the recent case of Re Wise 
(ante, p. 28), and the learned judge held that he would be 
wanting in respect for an authority well-nigh a hundred years 
old if he did not apply the same construction as was applied in 
that case. 


The Causa Proxima of Prospective Damage. 

Tue Court of Appeal has reversed the decision which Mr. 
Justice WARRINGTON gave six weeks ago in the puzzling case 
of Re West Yorkshire Tramway Bill, 1906 (57 Soxicirors’ 
JOURNAL, 111). The promoters of a tramway had obtained a 
special Act, which gave them power (inter alia) to widen a road- 
way and purchase land for that purpose. At the corner of two 
roads, one of which was the roadway in question (along whick the 
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tramline was to run), there was a triangular piece of land, which 
cut off from the roadway a shop and house belonging to the 
owner of the triangular strip. He had entered into a conditional 
agreement to sell his land to the company for a fixed price, 
and this agreement was in due course ratified by the company 
after the special Act which empowered it to make the purchase 
was passed. Now by its Act the company was under a duty to 
widen the roadway and construct the tramway ; it did neither, 
but abandoned its undertaking; it then made the usual appli- 
cation to the court for return of its deposit-money, subject to the 
claims of any persons injured by the abandonment. The 
common form clauses relating to the payment of compensation 
to persons so damnified were contained in its special Act. 
The owner of the triangular land claimed to be so damnified, 
inasmuch as the default in widening the road deprived him 
of the frontage on the main road which he would have possessed 
had his intervening piece of land been thrown into it, and thereby 
diminished the prospective value of his shop and house. Mr. 
Justice WARRINGTON took the simple view that the abandonment 
was not the causa proxima of any diminution in the capital value 
of his land below the figure it had borne while the undertaking 
was in contemplation; the true causa proxima was its own 
unfortunate situation, which had existed before the company 
proposed to take the strip and give it a frontage. He therefore 
refused to hold that the owner had suffered damage from the 
abandonment so as to entitle him to compensation. This 
reasoning seems convincing, but the Court of Appeal were not 
convinced by it, and reversed Mr. Justice WARRINGTON’S finding. 
In their view, as it appears in the judgment of the Master of the 
Rolls, the company, at the date of abandonment, were under a 
positive statutory obligation to widen the road in question. In 
abandoning the undertaking they broke this obligation. The 
breach prevented the claimant from obtaining for his property a 
market price it would have had if the statutory obligation had 
been fulfilled. Therefore he was entitled to compensation 
under the section. This argument is plausible, but surely 
it contains a flaw, The compensation clauses in special 
Acts of this kind are intended to compensate people for 
legal wrongs, i.¢., for injuries suffered through acts of the 
statutory undertaker, which, in the absence of his statutory 
authorization to do them, would be torts. Now his failure to 
perform his statutory duty of widening the road is not the 
failure of any obligation owed by him towards the claimant ; the 
statutory duty was not imposed to protect a class, of whom the 
claimant is a member, but to benefit the public at large. There- 
fore, in accordance with the well-known rule laid down in Gorris 
v. Scott (1874, L. R. 9 Ex. 125, at p. 128), the breach of the 
statutory obligation is not a wrong actionable by the claimant. 
If this is so, and our interpretation of the object contemplated by 
such compensation clauses is correct, then the claimant has 
suffered no legal wrong and is not entitled to claim compensation 
upon abandonment. 


Lotteries at Bazaars. 


THE HEARING of summonses against a vicar and churchwardens 
for using a public hall during a church bazaar for the purpose of 
gaming, should remind us of the difficulty of enforcing a general 
compliance with the statute law relating to gaming and lotteries. 
It was alleged that the bazaar committee, after due warning, had 
allowed roulette tables to remain in the bazaar, and that lotteries 
were permitted, various articles being raflied for, including a leg 
of mutton. It is scarcely necessary to say that those who take 
part in lotteries, or sales by lotteries, as adventurers, players, or 
contributors, are guilty of an offence under the Lottery Acts. 
Raffles and“sweepstakes are illegal, being nothing more than 
lotteries, yet most clubs have their Derby sweep; and when 
Convocation met in 1889, and discussed the tendency of all classes 
to indulge in betting and gambling, one or two of the speakers 
spoke in extenuation of lotteries and raffles at fancy fairs 
organized for charitable and religious objects. Another recent 
instance of open transgression of the law has been the public 
advertisements of professors of palmistry, who, after a long 
period of quiet enjoyment, have at length been brought before 
courts of summary jurisdiction. There are probably in every 
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community a large number of persons who care little or nothing 
for evil’example, and argue that, in the absence of proof that any 
individual has suffered by transgressions of the law, it is 
wholly unnecessary to enforce it. The opinion of such persons 
cannot always be disregarded, but it should never be permitted 
to act as a clog upon the order and good government of the 
community at large. 
Enhanced Profits on the Sale of Works of Art. 
THE ARTISTS and sculptors of England will read with interest 
the provisions of a Bill which has just been brought before the 
French Chamber of Deputies. A picture painted early in the life 
of M. Degas, a distinguished artist, was sold by him for £20, 
and having been recently put up at a sale of the effects of a well- 
known collector, realized the enormous price of £17,400, The 
object of the Bill is to give the artist whose work has advanced 
in public estimation a share in the enhanced profits which may 
be derived from its sale. The Bill proposes to place a tax of 2 
per cent. on the price of any work of art each time when it 
changes hands at a public sale, and the proceeds of this tax are 
to be applied for the benefit of the artist or his representatives 
during a period of fifty years after the artist’s death. The 
machinery for enforcing this law is provided by creating a 
society to which the artist will furnish a full description of his 
works, in order that they may be registered. We believe that 
there has been much dissatisfaction, among some of the leading 
artists of Great Britain, at the fact that the laws relating to art 
copyright deprive the artist of all benefit from his earlier work 
unless he has made an express provision in his own favour. 
Chey contend that the position should be reversed, and that the 
artist should retain the copyright unless he has by express con 
tract assigned it to the purchaser. 


The Apportionment of the 
Increased Licence Duties. 


THE question of the construction of section 2 of the Finance 
Act, 1912, is, as our correspondence columns shew, one both 
of difficulty and importance. The section is as follows :— 

“Where the licensed premises are held under a lease 
or agreement for a lease made before the passing of the 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, which does not contain or 
import any covenant, agreement, or undertaking on the purt 
of the lessee under such lease or agreement for lease to 
obtain a supply of intoxicating liquor from the grantor of the 
lease or agreement for lease, the lessee under such lease or agree- 
ment for lease shall be entitled, notwithstanding any agreement 
to the contrary, to recover as a debt due from, or deduct from 
any sum due to, the grantor of such lease or agreement for lease 
so much of any increase of the duty payabie in respect of the 
licence under the provisions of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 
as may be agreed upon as proportionate to any increased rent or 
premium payable in respect of the premises being let as licensed 
premises, and, in default of agreement, the amount proportionate 
to such increased rent or premium shall be determined, in man- 
ner directed by rules of court, by a county court in England or 
Ireland, and by a sheriff court in Scotland. 

“The words ‘lease,’ ‘leased,’ ‘agreement for lease,’ and 
‘lessee’ in this section include sub-lease, sub-leased, agreement 
for sub-lease, and sub-lessee respectively.” 

The task of construing this section will be facilitated by 
treating “lease ”——as the draftsman should have done——a3 includ- 
ing anagreement fora lease. It has then to be noticed: (1) that 
the lease must be prior to the 29th of April, 1910, the date of the 
passing of the Finance Act, 1910; and (2) that the house must 
be a free house. It is only in the case of a free house held under a 
lease made before the 29th of April, 1910, that the section applies. 
In such a ease the section provides for an apportionment between 
landlord and tenant of the increase in the licence duty due to the 
provisions of the Finance Act, 1910, but in terms it refers only 
to the grantor of the lease and the lessee under the lease. It 
contemplates the premises as being let at different rents or 

remiums according as they are let or not as licensed premises. 
f let as unlicensed premises, they command an ordinary 
rent or ordinary premium ; if let as licensed premises, they 
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command an enhanced rent or premium ; that is, the lessor is 
able todivert to himself part of the exceptional profits made by 
carrying on the business of a licensed victualler. When these 
figures have been ascertained—the increase of the duty and the 
increased rent or premium—then the section allows the lessee to 
throw upon the grantor of the lease eo much of the increase of 
the duty as is proportionate to the increased rent or premium. 
Upon the section there appear to arise the following questions :— 

(1) Are the terms “‘ granwor” of the lease and “ lessee ” of the 
lease confined to the original grantor and lessee, or do they include 
the owners, for the time being, of the reversion and the lease 
respectively ? 

(2) In a case where a premium has been paid, is this to be 
taken into account in ascertaining the proportion of the increased 
duty to be deducted, and, if so, how is this to be done? 

(3) How is the amount of the increased duty which can be 
thrown on the lessor to be ascertained ? 

(4) Is the amount, when once fixed to remain the same during 
the continuance of the lease, or can it be varied from time to 
time? And, 

(5) Is it possible for an intermediate lessor to pass on the 
burden or any part of it to his superior lessor ! 

These points will be found raised in the correspondence to 
which we have referred. 

As already pointed out, section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, 
applies to free houses. The case of tied houses is dealt with by 
section 46 of the Finance Act, 1910, which is in the following 
terms :— 

“Where the licence-holder is bound by any covenant, agree- 
ment, or undertaking, or is otherwise under any direct or 
indirect obligation of any kind, to obtain a supply of intoxi- 
cating liquor from any person or persons, the licence: holder shal] 
be entitled, notwithstanding any agreement to the contrary, to 
recover, as a debt due from, or deduct from any sum due to any 
such person so much of any increase of the duty payable in 
respect of his licence occasioned by this Act as may be agreed 
upon, or in default of agreement determined by the com- 
missioners to be proportionate to any increased rent of the 
licensed premises or increased prices of intoxicating liquor 
supplied, or other benefit obtained by such person by reason of 
any such covenant, agreement, undertaking, or obligation as 
aforesaid.” 

The two sections are complementary to each other, and, no 
doubt, should be construed together, and if there were any 
decisions on the section just quoted, they would be relevant with 
regard to the construction of section 2 of the Act of this year. 
But we are not aware that there are any such decisions, and the 
terms of the two sections are so different that not much assistance 
can be got from comparing them ; and although the provision as 
to apportioning the rent is similar in both, yet, under section 46 
of the Act of 1910, the apportionment is left to the Commis- 
sioners of Customs and Excise, and so the method of apportion- 
ment cannot be the subject of judicial decision. Moreover, 
section 46 is concerned with tied houses, and is not confined to 
grantors of leases and lessees ; it refers to licence-holders and to 
any persons who are entitled to the benefit of the tie, Such 
persons take a share of the profits of the business in the prices 
they charge for liquor, and they bear, therefore, a proportion 
of the increased licence duties. And in other respects the oper- 
ation of section 46 is much simpler than that of section 2 of the Act 
of 1912. It deals with the licence-holder for the time being, and 
the persons who, for the time being, get the benefit of the tie ; 
and there is no question as to any premium paid fer the lease. 
Section 2 of the Act of 1912 deals with the case of lessor and 
lessee only, and introduces the question of premiums. 

As regards the first point suggested above, it is, of course, 
very material to determine whether the terms “grantor” and 
“lessee” can be extended to include their assigns respectively. 
The term “grantor ” is, no doubt, difficult to extend in this way : 
“lessor ” would be easier, and the term “lessee” may without 
difficulty be construed to mean the person in whom the lease 
is for the time being vested. But the absurdity of allowing the 
lessee to recover a part of the duty from the grantor of the lease, 
after he has assigned the reversion, makes it, we think, necessary 
to construe “grantor” as including the successors in title of 


Then the amount recoverable from the lessor is to be propor- 
tionate to the “ increased rent or premium payable ” in consequence 
of the premises being licensed. As our correspondents have 
pointed out, a premium is not payable during the term ; it is paid 
at the beginning of the term, and future reversioners do not get 
any direct advantage from it. But the fact that the word in the 
section is ‘‘ payable” and not “ paid ” is not a reason for strik- 
ing “premium” out of the section entirely. Premiums must 
be taken into account, though for this purpose “payable” may 
have to be read as “ paid,” and since the premium has to be 
compared, in working out the proportion, with an annual payment 
there seems to be no way of doing this except to change the 
premium into its annual equivalent during the lease, and then it 
operates merely as an increase of the rent. 

As to the method by which the proportion to be borne by 
the lessor is to be ascertained, we do not see any better way 
than that which we originally suggested, and which is adopted 
in the letters of our correspondents “O. & Co.” We repeat 
the figures we formerly gave (ante, p. 106). If the unlicensed 
rent is £30 and the license rent is £50, the increased rent is 
£20, and the lessor bears such proportion of the increase in the 
duty —say £10—as £20 bears to £50; that is, he bears £4 and 
the tenant bears £6. 

As to the amount payable by the lessor being subject to 
variation, we think this must be so when there is any change in 
the figures by reference to which this has been ascertained. 
Apparently the only figures that can ordinarily change will be 
the amount of the increase of the duty; but when once the 
proportion payable by the lessor is ascertained, it will be easy to 
tix the part of the duty payable in each year by the lessor. 

Perhaps the most important question is whether an intermediate 
lessor can pass on the burden, or part of it, to his superior lessor. 
On this it must be noted that in the Licensing Act, 1904, s. 4 
(3), (now Licensing Consolidation Act, 1910, s. 21 (3) ), it is 
expressly provided that the deduction of part of the compensation 
charge thereby authorized can be made by the licence-holder, 
“and also by any person from whose rent a deduction is 
made in respect of the payment of such a charge”; and 
in particular cases a good deal of complication has arisen 
from this scheme of distributing the charge among the whole 
series of lessors and lessees. Hence the omission of any such 
provision in section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, indicates that no 
successive deductions were intended, Moreover, the terms of 
section 2, notwithstanding the definition of “ lease ” to include sub- 
lease, appear to contemplate only the case of a single apportion- 
ment of the duty as between the tenant who is the licence-holder 
and his immediate lessor. Our correspondents “O. & Co.,” in their 
letter this week, take a contrary view, and suggest how a part of 
the duty should be thrown back on the superior lessor. With 
deference to them and all respect to their calculation, we are 
inclined to regard our personal difficulty in following it as some 
indication that the Legislature did not intend any such further 


deduction. . 


Reviews. 


Landlord and Tenant. 


WoopraLu’s Law or LANDLORD AND TENANT. With A FULL 
CoLLEcTION OF PRECEDENTS AND Forms oF ProcepURE. THE 
NINETEENTH Epirion. By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
Recent years have seen numerous statements in text-book form of 
the law of landlord and tenant, and the output of the courts has 
furnished writers and editors with compelling reason for bringing 
their works up to date. Among the books which now rank as stan- 
dard works on the subject, “ Woodfall” is by far the oldest, the first 
edition having been published in 1802, and it has always been 
recognized as containing a full and accurate exposition of the law. 
For the present edition, Mr. Aggs has had numerous important 
decisions to consider, among which may be noted Lurecott v. Wakely 
(1911, 1 K. B. 905), in which the Court of Appeal criticized a well 

known dictum from the judgment of Tindal, C.J., in Gutteridge v. 
Maynard (1 Moo. & R. 334), and stated in more exact language the 
liability of a lessee under a repairing covenant ; and Markham v. 
Paget (1908, 1 Ch. 697), the effect of which, in reaffirming the doctrine 





the original lessor, 





of implied covenants for quiet enjoyment, perhaps Mr. Aggs under- 
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able statement of the law, and introduced order into decisions which 
had tended to become conflicting. Attention may be called to the 
very full statement at pp. 189 et seg. of the doctrine of covenants 
running with the land as between landlord and tenant. The recent 
case of Dewar v. Goodman (1909, A. C. 72), which established that 


a covenant in an underlease of indemnity against covenants in the | 


head-lease extending beyond the sub-demised property does not run 
with the land, is properly marked in the table of cases as a leading 
case. The work appears to have been very efficiently revised. 


Books of the Week. 


National Insurance.—The Law Relating to National Insur- 
ance, with an Explanatory Introduction, the Text of the National 


Insurance Act, 1911, Annotated, and Appendices, containing | 


Regulations, Rules, Orders, &c., issued by the Insurance 
Commissioners and the Board of Trade, Actuaries’ Memoranda, &c. 
By J. H. Warts, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
12s. 6d. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
The Increased Licence Duties—Section 2 of the 
Finance Act, 1912. 


Sir,— May we trespass further on your space ! 

We write this as a supplement to our letter of the 10th inst. 

Section 46 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, is confined to licence 
holders and their immediate lessors in respect of what are known as 
tied houses. It does not bring within its purview leases which do 
not contain a tie, although the lease may reserve a rent largely in 
excess of that which the premises are worth unlicensed, and, 
consequently, in such cases the licensee, until the Finance Act of 1912, 
had to bear the whole of the increased licence duty. 

This was no doubt considered a hardship ; hence section 2 of the 
Act of 1912. 

If, therefore, section 46 of the earlier Act was confined to the licence 
holder and his immediate lessor, and section 2 of the Act of 1912 was 
passed to meet the case of there being no tie, but a large rent reserved 
on the footing of the premises being licensed, may it not be reasonably 
contended that the amending section equally only applies as between 
the licensee and his landlord, and that it does not —~ a superior 
lessor within its operation ? 

The definition clause in the Act of 1912 seems to militate against 
this view, because “ lease” is to include “ sub-lease ” and “ lessee” is 
to include “ sub-lessee.” 

Perhaps the intention is that the sub-lessee shall have a right to 
partial reimbursement against his sub-lessor, and that the latter 
shall have partial reimbursement against his lessor, the superior 
lessor. 

If this is the true intent, then the increased licence duty should 
be borne, it is apprehended, as between the respective parties as 
follows : 

Assume the following figures : 

Rent reserved by superior lease granted to 
brewers, plus premium reduced to an annual 
equivalent ... oan wae + an --- £150 

Rent as unlicensed premises sea an - 40 

Rent reserved to brewers by sub-lease, plus profit 
on the tie iin nae vn na 100 

Increased licence duty _ -_— ba set 15 

As between the brewers and their tenant, the licensee, the latter 
bears £4 10s. of the duty, namely :— 

£40 x 45 ; 
—j00—o «4 10. 

The brewers bear the balance, £40 10s. 

The brewers then claim from their lessors pait of the £40 10s., 
and this they assess at £15 3s. 9d., namely :- 

£150 x £40 10s. ty 
£400 = £15 3s. 9d. 

In making this latter calculation it will be borne in mind that 
the licensee has already borne the proportion of the increased duty 
applicable to £40, the unliconced value, and that therefore the 
proportion as between the brewers and their lessors is as £4u0 
(the brewers’ profits) to £150 (the lessors’ rent or profit). 

The figures as between the brewers and their lessors would vary 
annually according to the profits made by the brewers; but the 
licensee as sub-lessee would probably contend that his proportion of 
the duty is invariable, and based oul on the unlicensed value, £40, 
whatever may be the amount of his trade, and whatever may b2 the 
licensed value, 
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We do not see how rules of court can help the matter of figures ; 

' they will only determine the procedure to bring the matter before 

the court. O. & Co. 
Temple, Dec. 16. 





| [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—There appears to be a general impression that holders of 
intermediate interests in licensed properties between the licensee's 
| landlerd and the freeholder are liable under section 2 of the Finance 
| Act, 1912, to pay a proportion of the increased licence duties, if the 
| rent reserved exceeds the “unlicensed” value of the premises, and 

several claims which have come to my notice are made on this 
assumption, but is there anything in that section, or in section 46 of 
the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, or elsewhere, to justify that view ! 

The provisions of section 46 of the 1910 Act are designed to relieve 
'a “tied” licence-holder of a part of his burden of the increased 
| licence duties imposed upon him by that Act, by empowering him to 
recover a proportion of such increased duties from the parties from 
whom he is under obligation to obtain his supply of intoxicating 
liquor. 

N ow the object of section 2 of the 1912 Act appears to be simply 
to give similar relief to the licence-holder of a “ free” house, who 
presumably has to pay a higher rent than a tied tenant would have 
tu pay, by enabling him to recover from his landlord so much of the 
increased duties as are “proportionate to the increased rent or 
premium payable in respect of the premises being licensed premises.” 

No authority, so far as I can see, is given to the lessee who pays 
the duties, 7.e., the licensee, to recover a proportion of the increased 
duties from anyone but his immediate landlord, nor is that land- 
lord authorized to recover any proportion of the increased duties 
which he has been called upon to pay from the grantor of the lease 
under which he holds the premises, nor is such grantor, if he happens 
to hold under a sub-lease, authorized to recover from his superior 
lessor. 

If the trne construction of “held” in the words “where the 
licensed premises are held under a lease ” is that all those 
who do not hold licensed premises as licensees are excluded from 
the operation of section 2, as suggested by “ Advocate of a Business 
Government,” that would seem to confirm the above view as to the 
limited object and scope of section 2. This construction is no doubt 
somewhat narrow, as he points out, but if this section and section 46 
of the 1910 Act be read together it appears to be quite reasonable 
and natural. 

If this be the correct view a large number of important claims 
now being made by brewers must fail. Ricup. BurGEss. 

5, Laurence Pountney-hill, E.C., Dec. 18. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Surely the words, “any increase of the duty payable in 
respect of the licence under the provisions of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910” mean the difference between the duty payable immediately 
prior to that Act and the duty payable after that Act. 

I notice, however, that your correspondents assume that the lessee 
is entitled to deduct a certain proportion, not of the difference but 
of the total increased duty now payable. a F.C. 

114, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

[Clearly this is so, though the expression “increased duty” is 
perhaps sometimes used by oversight when increase in duty is 
meant.—Eb. S.J.] 








[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The practical application of section 2 of the Finance Act 
1912, follows that under section 46 of the: Finance (1909-10) Act, 
1910. Unfortunately the interpretation of the latter section has 
nut received consideration by the courts. It has up to now been 
left to compromise between brewers and their feenem, or their 
respective agents, but the question is essentially one of valuation. 
A correct apportionment of the duty cannot be made upon the 
basis of rent reserved and premium paid. Itis necessary to know :— 
(a) The full annual value of the entire property as licensed property. 
(4) The annual value of the same property unlicensed. 

This annual value “ unlicensed ” is capable of two interpretations 
viz :—(1) the value to a hypothetical tenant who would take it with 
the prospect of occupying it for the purposes of the licensed trade. 
(The suitability of the buildings and _ capacity for trade 
would be elements which increase the value under this inter- 
pretation.) (2) The “unlicensed value” on the same basis as 
is usually estimated for compensation purposes under the 
Licensing Act, 1910. (The compensation clauses were originally con- 
tained in the better known Licensing Act of 1904.) For this 
purpose the unlicensed value is the salvage value the property will 
possess (after the licence has been lost) when the bai dings are 
applied to other purposes. In licensing compensation practice it is 
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usually found that buildings which have been especially designed 
for licensed premises and which are thus more valuable as such, 
actually are less valuable for other purposes than if not so specially 
constructed. This salvage value is often referred to, for the sake of 
distinction, as the “ de-liceused value.” 

The figures given by the writer of the letter in your issue of the 14th 
of December, over the signature of “O. & Co.” attempt to apply 
section 46 of the 1910 Act without, I think, knowledge of (a). The 
estimate of £150 per annum in the figures is, I gather, merely the 
rental equivalent to the landlord’s rent, plus premium. It is a figure 
corresponding to the rent the brewers would presumably have been 
willing to pay for the premises at the time they took the lease, which 
was prior to the 1910 Act. It might not represent the ful/ licensed 
value at that time, as brewers generally require some margin of value 
to make the transaction profitable to themselves. It would not, I 
think, represent the true licensed value now, unless by coincidence. 

It is probable that the unlicensed rent of £40 per annum in the 
figures is the de-licensed value, and Messrs. O. & Co. may care 
to consider the other possible interpretation named above. 

The section refers to the reduction of “so much of any increase 
of the duty . . . as is proportionate to any increased rent or 
premium . . .” This probably means that the unlicensed value 
shall be left inviolate, but it is not clear that the trade profits of 
the ors are exempted from consideration in the apportion- 
tment. 

Many difficulties present themselves in practice. I know cases 
where brewers have claimed deductions from the rent on account of 
increased duty in respect of licensed premises where the premises 
possess a higher value for other purposes than their full annual value 
as licensed premises. 

Uncertainty also prevails as to the right (if any) of a lessee who 
bas sub-leased to a brewer to deduct against his lessor any part of 
the “excess ” he is forced to allow his sub-lessee. 

I doubt if it can be hoped that the “Rules of Court” under 
section 2 of the 1912 Act will be of any assistance. They could 
hardly go so far as to interpret the section. 

22, Chancery-lane. Sypney A. Sairu, F.S.I. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re PACAYA RUBBER AND PRODUCE CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 6th Dec. 


Company—WInDING-uUp—AcTION PENDING IN Kino’s Bencn Drvision 
AGAINST COMPANY AND OTHERS—TRANSFER TO WINDING-UP JUDGE— 
Junssneresent—Paacese—Conranias (Wrxpinc-up) Ruvtes, 1909, 
R. 42. 

Rule 42 (1) of the Winding-up Rule, 1909, provides that ‘“‘Where an 
order has been made in the High Court for the Winding-up of a com- 
pany, the Judge shall have power, without further consent, to order 
the transfer to him of any action, cause, or matter pending in any other 
Court or division brought or continued by or against the company, and 
any action or proceeding by a mortgagee or debenture holder of the 
company against the company, for the purpose of realising his security, 
or by any other person for the purpose of enforcing a clam against the 
company’s assets or property, which is pending in the High Court, or 
before any Judge thereof, shall without further order be transferred to 
the Judge of the High Court 

Held, affirming Neville, J., 1912, W.N. 285, that the above rule 
gave the Court jurisdiction to transfer a pending action, not only where 
the company was the sole defendant; but also where there were other 
defendants as well as the company. 

Appeal by the plaintiff against an order of Neville, J., directing 
the transfer of an action which had been brought in the King’s Bench 
Division to the Chancery Division, under rule 42 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Rules, 1909. Five actions were brought in the King’s 
Bench Division against a company, its directors, and promoters, founded 
on a fraudulent prospectus. The actions were compromised by an 
agreement in writing between the plaintiffs in the five actions and the 
defendants. The same plaintiffs then brought another action in the 
King’s Bench Division against the same defendants, praying rescission 
of the agreement of compromise on the grounds that the agreements 
had been induced by the fraudulent misrepresentations of all the de- 
fendante, and that essential conditions had not been carried out. De- 
fence was then delivered, and the action set down in the King’s Bench 
Division for trial by jury. A winding-up order having been made 
against the company, the committee obtained leave to continue their 
os action against the company, and they thereupon applied to 

ave the action transferred to the Chancery Division, and assigned 
to the Judge in Companies Winding-up under the Companies (Wind- 

ing-up) Rules, 1909, r, 42. 

Nevitte, J., made the order as asked. 

The plaintiffs ——— Counsel in support of the appeal contended 
that the Court had no jurisdiction under the rules to transfer a pending 
@ction in which parties other than the company were also defendante, and 








alternatively that if there was jurisdiction in such a case to transfer, 
this was a case on the merits in which the Court ought not, in the exer- 
cise of ite discretion, to direct a transfer of the action for trial in the 
Chancery Division. 

Buck.ey, L.J., said that the action commenced in the King’s Bench 
Division had for its object the setting aside of an agreement of com- 
promise made between the company and ite directore and the plaintiffs 
in that action, on the ground of fraud and misrepresentation and for 
other relief, and also for restoring to the list the other actions which 
had been compromised. That action against the company and others 
was by section 34 (3) of the Judicature Act, 1873, assigned business— 
that was business assigned to the Chancery Division—and the result 
was that, having regard to section 36 of the Judicature Act, the action 
might either have been retained in that Division or have been trans- 
ferred. The action involved charges of fraud, and the parties desired 
that there should be a jury. Later, an order was made for the com- 
pulsory winding-up of the company, and section 142 of the Companies 
Consolidation) Act, 1908, therefore applied, but leave was obtained to 
proceed with the action against the company, notwithstanding the wind- 
ing-up order. That leave was properly granted because the cancella- 
tion of the agreement which the plaintiffs sought could not be obtained 
in winding-up proceedings, but only in an action. Then came an appli- 
cation to transfer the action from the King’s Bench Division to the 
Winding-up Court. The matter, therefore, stood thus. Under section 
87 of the Companies Act, 1862, the action was stayed automatically 
against the company by the winding-up order. The rules which were 
in force before 1908 were the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1892, 
and the relevant rule was rule 14, the first part of which was the 
same as the present rule, but it contained a proviso prohibiting the 
transfer of a debenture-holder’s action, because debenture-holders were 
then treated as being outside the winding-up jurisdiction, and it was not 
thought right that they should be prejudiced. Section 87 of the earlier 
Act was reproduced in section 142 of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, but the rules made under that Act in 1909 varied the earlier 
rules made in 1892. Now rule 42 was in these terms. [His Lordship 
read the rule.] It contained the provisions of the earlier rule, and 
also provided for the case of a debenture-holder, as it gave the court 
control over the whole assets of a company. But it was said that that 
rule did not apply where the action was brought against a company 
and others. That was not so, because the action was an action none 
the less against the company. Then as to the exercise of the dis- 
cretion. It was true that the claim in the action was for the rescission 
of the agreement of compromise on the ground of fraud, and that it 
had been set down to be tried with a special jury, which he would 
assume was the more apt mode of trial for such a case. But the de- 
fendants had consented, and did not now claim to have a trial by 
jury. Neville, J., had in the exercise of his discretion ordered a 
transfer, and he would be slow to interfere with discretion exercised 
by the learned judge. He thought the order was perfectly right. 
“Kennepy, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect, and the appeal 
was accordingly dismissed.—Counsex, Colam, K.C., and FE. G. Palmer, 
for the plaintiffs; (Clauson, K.C., and Whinney, for the liquidator ; 
Drucquer, for the directors. Soricrrors, Mille, Curry, & Gaskell; 
Torr & Co.; Jenkins, Baker, d& Co. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROBERTS ». GRAY. 13th and 16th Dec. 


INFANT—CoNTRACT OF EMPLOYMENT—NECESSARIES—INSTRUCTION— 
Benerit oF INFANT—EXECUTORY CONSIDERATION. 

An infant who enters into a contract which provides, amongst other 
things, for his education and professional instruction, will be liablé 
upon it if, taking the contract as a whole, it is for his benefit that he 
should perform it. Such education and instruction are necessaries at 
law. An infant who has not already derived any benefit from it is not 
entitled to repudiate a contract merely Gn the ground that it ws 
executory. 

This was an appeal of the defendant from a verdict and judgment 
for £1,500 damages at a trial before Alveretone, C.J., and a special 
jury, in Febraury, 1912. The action was for dimages for breach of 
contract. The plaintiff was the well-known ex-champion billiard player, 
and the defendant a youth of nineteen, who had made a great reputa- 
tion in billiards in Australia, which he enhanced on coming to England. 
In 1910 a contract in writing was made between plaintiff, defendant, and 
defendant’s father, whereby it was provided that the plaintiff and 
defendant, accompanied by the defendant’s father, should go on a tour 
round the world, playing exhibition matches at billiards in a number of 
important cities. The defendant, who had had much experience of 
similar tours, was to pay all travelling, hotel, and other expenses on a 
first-class scale, and the profits, including any gifts to either player, were 
to be pooled and divided. The tour was to commence in 1911, but the 
defendant, who was then making large sums of money by playing matches 
in England, repudiated the contract. In the action he pleaded that he 
was induced to enter into the contract by falee representations, and 
that, being an infant, he was not bound by it. The jury found in 
favour of the plaintiff, and assessed the damages at £1,500, The Lord 
Chief Justice, having reserved judgment on the question of infancy, 
delivered it on April 23rd last, and held, on the authority of Clements 
v. London and North-Western Railway Company (1894, 2 Q. B. 482), 
that the defendant was liable. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal has been ably argued, but we see 
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taken by the Lord Chief Justice. The 
es in wh nfant may repudiate a 
izh there s been some de velop- 
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apparel, physic,” 
and instruction I necessaries ror 
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Walter v. Evera 1891. 2 Q. B. 369 
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meat and di 


for that view, a we innot go 

v. Londo North-Western 

question The ontract must be 
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rided merely be : on one clause in it may not be for his 
‘ De |} ‘ Barnum (1893, 1 Q. B. 310), Gadd v. 
/ / m (1912 5. W4 If on the whole the ntract is for the 
fant’s benefit he hn le for any breach of it. His lordship then 
ntract, and said that the proposed 
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must have invol tion of a most valuable kind to a young 
iver like the He was to have a share in the profits, and 
s under no liability for iv loss that might be incurred The Lord 
ef Justic eld that it was a contract which fell within the 


ecessaries, and, being reasonable in its terms, 
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delivered judgment to the same 

rard to the sugvestion that, because 

in early stage, it was not enforceable 

is unable to appreciate why a contract 

binding merely because it was largely 

: UN J. i atthews; Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and 
SOLICITOR fron Letts Bros. 

[Reported by vororp Lewts, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REVERSION FUND AWD INSURANCE CO. (LIM.). v. MAISON 
COSWAY (LIM.). No. 2. l4th Dee. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT-—-ADVANCE MADE TO MANAGER WITH KNOWLEDGE 
HAT HE HAD NO rHoriry To Borrow on Benarr or His Com 
PANY \IONEY $ | Apprirp Ix Payment or Company's DEBTS 
> 


t1GHT or Len ro Re eR FROM Principat Money so Usep 


; 


The pla nitifis / ney » the man qing adirec rota company, who 
pplied practi al, t hole of the loan in paying off the « ym pany 
4, 


the amount of the loan from the company, 

lL, Duy that the company were not liable, because the manag 
} or, to the knowledq f the plaintiffs, had no power to ple dae 
credit of the « any 
Williame, I ° 3 dissenting held that, on the 
mrp led ta he lent to the « m pany, ¢ nd.at having 
e henefit of the company in paying off debt then 
the loan mato create a new creditor without 
ndehtedness, and the question of the lender’ 

/ fationa az regard 4 rrowing was not 

rn hy Lord Selborne, L.J n Blackburn Build 
ks & Co. (52 Ch. D., at p. 70), held to apply, 
ntiffia against the company for the 

wed had been ¢ pplied to the henent 


from a judgment of Scrutton, J. The plaintiff 
money lent to, or alternatively as money had 
The defence was 
ent to Mr. Morhange, the managing director, 
f his agreement, prohibited from pledgit g the 


of, the defendant company. 
} 
i 


hy ; 
redit of the com The learned judge gave judgment for the defen 
dant company or vo grounds—firstly, that the loan wae a loan to Mr 
Morhar ge personal] ind eecondly, that if the loan was made as a loan 
to the Maison C . the persons who advanced the money knew that 
Mr. Morhange hac » authority to borrow on the credit of the companv 
and the trans I ing wlfra vires, the company were not liable 
Ac rdingly, he dismissed the claim, and entered judgme! for the 
defendant company with sts. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Vaveuan WittiaMs, L.J., said that the circumstances under which 
the money was advanced raised two main questions—one of fact and 
the other of law The managing director of the defendant company 
Mr. Morhange, had purported to borrow £160 from the plaintiffs, and 

n receiving the money from the plaintiffs had applied all but some £5 
of the sum advanced in satisfying certain debte which were owed bv his 
company. It was admitted by the plaintiffs, and, indeed, by evervbody 
concerned, that it was known to them that the manager of the defendant 
company had no power to borrow money on behalf of his company 
The advance not havir yg been re paid, the plaintiffs sued Maison Cosway, 
Ltd ind obtained judgment in default of appearance. Thereupon 
Maison Coseway Ltd went into liquidation and the liquidator applied 

urt to set aside that judgment, and some years ago this court 
judgment entered in default chould be set aside. The 

iffs then proceeded with the action, and it came on for trial] before 
ho held that the loan was intended to be a loan to Mr. 


¢ 
' 


onally, and therefore the claim for repayment by the | 


facts failed. 1f, however, he ehould be held on appeal 


to have come to a wrong finding of fact, still he thought that defendant 
company were not liable in law, on the ground that the borrowing was 
unauthorised, and, following Bannatyne v. MacI ver (1906, 1 K. B. 103), 
held they did not come within the equitable principle laid down by 
Lord Selborne, L.J., in Blackburn Building Society v. ¢ unliffe, Bri ks 
d&: Co. (52 Ch. D., at p. 70). Agreeing, therefore, as he did with Scrut- 
ton, J., both on his finding of fact and also on the question of law, the 
appeal should, in his opinion, be dismiseed. , 4 

Buckiey. L.J.. differed from that view. The question of law was 
whether the well-known equitable principle applied here, that where a 
person advanced money to a company which had no power to borrow, or 
to a person purporting to be an agent for another, but who in fact had 
no authority to borrow, and the money was used by the borrower in 
paying off the debts of the third party, the lender could recover from 
the principal the amount of the loan to the extent to which it had 
benefited him. The defendant company said it did not, because here 
the plaintiffs had knowledge that the borrowing was unauthorised, and 
therefore, whatever purpose the money borrowed was used for, the 
lenders could only look to the borrower for repayment. In_his lord- 
ship’s opinion the test of the defendants’ liability was not did they, 
did they not, know that Mr. Morhange had no power@to borrow th: 
money as agent for the company : the test was to what extent had t 
company in fact benefited by the money which their manager | 
obtained from the plaintiffs, and which they had no means of gett 
back from him personally. To that extent only the company were liable 
to repay the loan. He thought that that was the true view of t! 
judement of Collins, M.R., in Bannatyne’s Case, and that the dict: 
contra of Romer, L.J., relied on by the defendants, did not apply to t! 
facts here. The view he took of the facts was that the money was le! 
to the company, and was expended as to the greater part of it, at all 
vents, in paying the debts of the company. Therefore the money 
having been used for the benefit of the company, fhe company was 
liable. Moreover, in his view, inasmuch as the loan here only had the 
effect of creating a new creditor, without increasing the company’s in 
debtedness, the question of the lender's knowledge of the agent’s limita 
tion as regards borrowing was not material to the issue. Accordingly, 
in his judgment, the case did come within the equitable principle laid 
down by Lord Selborne, L.C., and theref there ought to be judgment 
for the plaintiffs for £155 and costs. 

Kennepy, L.J., agreed with Buckley, L.J. 

Appeal allowed with costs.—Counser, for the appellants, Alexander 
Neilson; for the respondents, Schwabe. Soticrrors, Steadman, Van 
Proagh & Gaylor; Ge ry & Brooks. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROWE BROTHERS (LIM.) «. CROSSLEY BROTHERS. No. 1. 
10th and llth Dee. 
ARBITRATION—AGREEMENT FOR REFERENCE—STAY OF PROCEEDINGS IN 
AcTIionN—QUESTIONS OF LAW UNSUITED FoR ARBITRATION—DISCRETION 
or CourtT+-ARBITRATION Act, 1889, s. 4—ContTRacT—REPRESENTA 
TION THAT GOODS ARE SUITABLE FOR SPECIAL PURPOSE -~NEGLIGENCE IN 

MakinG Fatse RepresenTATION—T orT. 

Where a contract contains an agreement to refer dispute s to arbitra 
tion, the court will, as a rule, siay } eedings in an action on the 
contract, even though difhcult question law are involved, provi led 
euch questions cannot be dealt with until the facts hare heen ascer- 
tained. The action may he allowed to proceed so far as regards 
matiers which are outside the cope of the arbitration clause, and do 
not involve substantially the same facts and rights as fall to be deter- 
mined by the arbitrator. 

! purchase r buying goods on the re 
they are suited to a special purpose, he 


nmendation of the ve ndor that 

remedy by action for breach 
of contract, and not for tort, im neql gent y gqueing had advice, if the 
goods prove unsuitable. 


The plaintiffs ordered from the defendants, and by their advice, a 
suction gas plant and engine with an attachment which was to extract 
from the exhaust carbonic acid in sufficient purity to be used in the 
manufacture of white lead. The defendants set up the plant, but 
admitted that they could not obtain the carbonic acid in a sufficient 
state of purity, and offered to make no claim for the cost of the 
attachment as shown by their estimate—viz., £30 out of a total of 
£1,700, The contract between the parties contained an arbitration 
clause, but the plaintiffs commenced this action, claiming (1) damages 
for negligence on the part of the defendants in advising on the in 
stallation; (2) a declaration that the contract was not binding on the 
plaintiffs—(a) by reason of the aforesaid bad advice, and (b) because 
the defendants were unable to perform the contract; (3) damages for 
trespass committed while the defendants were setting up and testing 
the plant; (4) damages for breach of contract. On the application of 
the defendants, Channell, J., made an order staying the action, except 
as to the claim in trespass, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R. : We must approach this case hearing in mind 
the statement of law in Willesford v. Watson (8 Ch. App. at p. 479). 
‘“We are told that this is an arbitrary tribunal, final and without 
appeal, and so forth, and that these are not fit questions to go before 
the arbitrator. But I think that the legislature has given the answer 
to that argument. If the parties choose to determine for themselves 
that they will have a domestic forum instead of resorting to the ordi 
nary courte, then a prima facie duty is cast upon the courts to act 
upon such an agreement. The plaintiffs cannot be heard to complain 
if that part of their contract is carried into effect.’’ We have not to 


| deal with any such question as often arises on personal objections to 
\ b 
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the arbitrator. It is said, however, that the question to be decided is | England about a year after his son, leaving his wife and children, not 


one of law, not suitable for decision by a layman. It may very well 
“be that if a question is raised on the construction of a lease or contract, 
jt would be idle to go to arbitration when the first thing the arbitrator 
would have to do would be to refer back to the court. It is not, how- 
ever, every case in which a question of law can be discovered that 
will be taken out of the arbitrator's hands. The Act clearly con- 
templates that they should deal with questions of law (see section 19), 
The main question here is whether the confession of the defendants 
that they could not provide a machine capable of producing carbonic 
acid in sufficient purity for the purpose agreed upon, entitles the 
plaintiffs to repudiate the contract. That is a question of law, but 
before the law can be applied numerous facts must be ascertained 
which an engineer is peculiarly fitted to decide. If necessary, he can 
state the facts in a special case upon which the court will be able to 
say whether the deficiency is such as to entitle the plaintiff to re- 
pudiate. Then, again, it is said that there are other defects, and the 
defendants claim to have cured them. i 
for an engineer. 


the one which the vendor recommended, would have an action in tort 
if the article proved unsuitable. The only remedy is breach of 
ontract. If any question as to the measure of damages arises, the 
arbitrator can make an alternative award and state a case. The 


action must go on as to the claim in trespass, for that claim does not | 


bring the case within Zurnock v. Sartoris (43 C.D. 150), where the 
whole action was allowed to proceed because it raised matters outside 


the arbitration clause, but involving substantially the same facts and | 


rights as fell to be determined by the arbitrator. 


FARWELL and Hamitton, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same | 
effect, and the appeal was dismissed.—Counsexn, Clavell-Salter, K.C., | 
SOLICITORS, 


and Lias ; Montaque-Shearman, K.C., and J. D. Crawford. 
Donnison & Edwards; Grundy, Kershaw, & Samson, 
[Reported by F. Gururre Smitn, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
HUALEY v. WOOTTON. Eve, J. 13th Dee. 
Next FRIEND oF INFANT—ACTION BY FATHER AS NEXT FRIEND—ACTION 


NoT FOR Benerit oF [NFANT—DISMISSAL OF ACTION—COSTS TO BE PAID 


BY Next FrieEND—INQUIRY—DISCRETION. 


Where an action is brought by the next friend of an infant plaintiff, 
which is not for the benefit of the infant, it will be dismissed with 
wsts, to be paid by the next fri nd, even though he be the father of 
the infant. : ' y 

This was a motion that the action might be dismissed, and that 
the next friend of the plaintiff might be ordered to pay to the de 
fendant his costs of and occasioned by the action and of this applica- 


tion, or that an inquiry might be directed whether the action had been | 


properly instituted, and whether it was for the benefit of the infant 
plaintiff, and if so, whether the next friend was a proper person to 
be plaintiff's next friend. The plaintiff, whose parents resided in 


Australia, came to England in 1910, and was apprenticed to the de- | 


fendant, who was a trainer of racehorses. Under the articles of ap 
prenticeship the plaintiff was to serve the defendant as a jockey for 
tour years, and was to receive certain sums for his mounts. He proved 
to be a very successful jockey, and earned considerable sums by his 
mounts, which sums the defendant, at plaintiff’s request, remitted to 
the plaintiff’s mother in Austualia. In consequence of his son’s suc- 
cess, the plaintiff's father came to England, and succeeded in extorting 
considerable sums from the plaintiff, but, failing to obtain more, he 
brought this action as next friend, alleging that the plaintiff was en- 
titled under the articles to certain sums received by the defendant, and 
claiming an account of all sums received by the defendant on the 
plaintiff's behalf, and for payment of such sums. The defendant 


thereupon launched this motion. The next friend offered to submit | 


to an enquiry whether the action was properly instituted, but con- 
tended that there was no case in which a father’s action had been 
dismissed, and that the Court ought not to interfere with the father’s 
discretion. 

Eve, J.—It is not disputed that the Court has jurisdiction to deal 
with this matter, and counsel for the next friend has expressed his 
willingness to eubmit to an inquiry as to whether the action is for the 
benefit of the plaintiff. 
other persons’ matters which I can deal with myself, and as an in- 
quiry, if directed, would elicit no further evidence, J prefer to act on 
my own responsibility. 
there is no reported case in which the Court has supplanted the father’s 
discretion by the exercise of its own, and that the Court will assume 
that the father’s discretion has been properly exercised for the benefit 
of the infant. But the absence of such a case may be accounted for by 
the fact that very few fathers would have the effrontery to commence 
an action like the present one. The father had nw means and no oc- 
cupation, and of his five chikdren one of his sons has been apprenticed 
to a trainer of racehorses at Epsom, with a view to his becoming a 
jockey. When he came to England he showed considerable ability 
as a jockey, and his success was almoet phenomenal. The result was 
that his father found it expedient to leave Australia and come to 


These are eminently questions | 
There is a claim in tort founded upon alleged neglect | 
of the defendants in advising as to the most euitable plant for the | 
desired purpose, but if the plaintiffs’ contention as to this were sound, | 
every purchaser who asked for an article for some purpose, and took | 


But I have a constitutional dislike to refer to | 


It is said on behalf of the next friend that | 


| COPYRIGHT 


only without money, but burdened with debts. On arriving here he 
made use of the boy’s success to extort money from him. Efforts were 
made to get him to return to Australia. His passage was booked and 
money paid, but the day before he was to sail he applied to the ship- 
ping agents for payment, I was going to say return, of the passage 
money. But before making the payment the coripany had the good 
sense to refer to the defendant for instructions, with the result that 
they refused to pay the money. He continued to pester his son, and 
received about £150, but that was not enough, and recently he applied 
for £1,000. The boy at first refused, but afterwards, hoping that it 
might put an end to further annoyance, he wrote to the defendant 
to send his father the money. The defendant, however, refused to 
make any such payment, and was subsequently served with the writ 
in this action. The question is whether the action ought to be allowed 
to proceed. The father left his wife and children destitute, and con- 
sequently the boy asked the defendant to remit his earnings to his 
mother in Australia. This the defendant has done, aml there appears 
to have been a complete account. What is the use of continuing the 
action? There is no suggestion that the defendant has retained any 
moneys belonging to the plaintiff, and the father’s motive in bringing 
the action was not to benefit the infant. But apart from motive, 1 
doubt whether the action ought to be allowed to proceed. The father’s 
interest in his son is only a pecuniary interest, and he seems to be 
oblivious of a father’s obligations. The action is brought for the sole 
purpose of extorting money; it ought never to have been commenced, 
and it must be dismissed with costs, to be paid by the next friend.— 
Counsex, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Dighton Pollock; J. V. Nesbitt. 
Soricrrors, Pfahl and Causton; Hobson and MacMahon 
[Reported by 8. E. Wutiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SINCLAIR v. FELL. 
SETTLEMENT—HvsBAND AND WIFE—COVENANT BY WIFE TO SETILE 
AFTER-ACQUIRED Property—Drcrez Nist FOR DISSOLUTION OF 
MARRIAGE—PROPERTY ACQUIRED BETWEEN DeEcREE Nisi AND DECREE 
ABSOLUTE—APPLICATION OF COVENANT. 


Warrington, J. 22nd Nov. 


A wife who had covenanted to settle after-acqu red property in her 
marriage settlement become entitled to properiy after a decree nist 
for the dissolution of the marriage had been pronounced, but before 
the decree had been made absolute. 

Held, that the covenant in the marriage settlement 
prope rty. 

This was a case stated for the opinion of the court. In a marriage 
settlement made in 1879, the wife covenanted that if she, or her 
husband in her right, should, during her then ‘intended coverture,; 
become entitled to any real or personal property of the value of £200 
or upwards, the property ehould be settled. On the 12th of January, 
1911, a decree nisi for the dissolution of the marriage was pronounced, 
and on the 22nd of January, 1911, the wife became entitled under her 
mother’s will to certain funds which exceeded the value of £200. The 
decree was made absolute on the 24th of July, 1911. The wife claimed 
the moneys coming to her under her mother’s will as her own 
separate property, but the trustees of the settlement claimed that those 
funds were subject to the covenant to settle after-acquired property. 

The question for the court was whether the covenant to settle after- 
acquired property applied to the property coming to the wife on the 
22nd of January. 

Warrincton, J., held, upon the authority of Norman v. Villars 
1877, 2 Ex.D. 359) and Hulse v. Hulse (1871, 2 P. D. 259), that the 
property was property to which the wife became entitled during the 
coverture, and that, therefore, it was subject to the covenant to settle 
after-required property.—Cot NSEL, (ross; Coote. Soxierrors, Coburn 
& Co.; Carleton-Holmes; Fell d& Wade. 

(Reported by J. B. C. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.) 


applied to the 


BROAD v. MEYER. Warrington, J. 13th Dee. 
Common Worvs USED WITH 
SPECIAL MEANING. 


Srace PLay—SmMILar TITLe 

The plaintiff was the owner of the copyright of a play, entiiled 
“ Where There’s a Will There’s a Way.” The defendant produced a 
play, entitled **‘ Where There’s a Will——”’ There was no allegation 
of an infringement of copyright with regard to the substance of the 
plays, but in each the progress of the plot gave to the word * will’? in 
the title the peculiar meaning of testament. 

Held, that the peculiar significance of the words did not render a 
common phrase a subject of copyright. 


Thie was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendant from 
infringing the plaintiff's copyright in a stage play. The plaintiff, in 
the year 1911, wrote an original comedy, entitled ‘‘ Where There’s a 
Will There’s a Way.” The plot dealt with the question of a testa- 
ment, and the word ‘will’? in the title was used in the sense of 
testament. In November, 1912, the defendant presented at the 
Criterion Theatre a play, entitled ‘‘ Where There’s a Will——.”’ The 
word “ will ’’ in the defendant’s play had the same double meaning as 
in the plaintiff’s. Warrincton, J., said the suggestion of the plaintiff 
was that her title, the familiar proverb, had in reference to the plot 
of the play a peculiar meaning—namely, that the word ‘‘ will” did not 
mean an act of volition, but a testamentary disposition, She claimed 
that hers was an original title, and said that in the defendant’s title, 
having regard to the plot, the word ‘will’? had the same meaning a¢ 
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in hers. She did not complain of the play itself. All that she said 
was that the title was a material part of the play, that there was 
originality in the title, and that she was entitled to restrain infringe- 
ment. There was no satisfactory decision in favour of the contention 
that there was copyright in the title of a book by itself, but there wae 
plenty of authority for saying, that if there was copyright, the title | 
must be such as to be of an original and peculiar nature. In the case | 
of Dick v. Yates (18 Ch.D. 76) it was pointed out that there could be | 
no copyright in such common words as “ splendid misery.’ The words | 
of the title of the plaintiff's play were a familiar proverb, and worde | 
which were at some time or other in everybody’s mouth. Could the | 
plaintiff appropriate such words to herself by giving them the peculiar | 
meaning which she said they bore in this play? In his opinion, if 
there could be copyright in the title of a play, there could not be in | 
this case, where the title consisted of a hackneyed proverb.—COoUNSEL, 
Wertheimer; Neilson. Sortcrrors, EF. W. L. U. Petere: Brandon & | 
Nicholson. 


[Reported by J. B. C. Treoantruex, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re THOMAS WOLF & SON (1907), LIMITED AND REDUCED. 
Neville, J. 3rd Dec. 


Company—Repvuction or Caprtar—Form or Muinvute—Forrerrep 
SHares—DeENotTING NUMBERS OF FoRFEITED SHARES Must 
Be STATED IN Minute—Compantes (Consortpation) Act, 1908 (8 Eb. 7, 
cu. 69), s. 51. 

1 company had power under its articles to reissue forfeited shares 
as paid up to the amount which had been paid or as wholly unpaid. 
The company resolved to reduce its capital by writing off lost capital, 
including five shares on each of which 28. 6d. had been paid, but which 
had been forfeited for non-payment of calls. 

Held, that the numbers of these five shares must be set out in the 
minute confirming the reduction of capital, 

Re The Oceana Development Co. (Lim.) (56 Soticrrors’ JourNat, 
at p. 537) followed. 


This wae a petition by a company for confirmation of a resolution 
reducing capital by writing off lost capital. The original capital of 
the company had been £150,000, divided into 150,000 shares of £1 
each. Of this, 63,093 shares had been issued and 86,907 were uniesued. 
Five £1 shares had been forfeited for nonpayment of calls after 2s. 6d. 
had been paid on each share. The company had power, under its | 
articles of association, to reissue forfeited shares as paid up to the | 
amount which had been paid on them before the forfeiture or as wholly | 
unpaid. It was provided by the resolution that the capital should be 
reduced to £118,453 10s., which was to be divided into 236,907 shares | 
of 10s. each, and that such reduction should be brought about by | 
means of cancelling capital to the extent of 1Us. per share on each of 
the 63,093 issued shares and reducing the nominal amount of such shares 
from £1 to 10s. per share, and by dividing each of the 86,907 unissued | 
shares into two shares of 10s. each. In the proposed minute it was 
stated that the capital of the company was thenceforth to be 
£118,453 10s., divided into 236,907 shares of 10s. each, instead of the 
original capital of 150,000 shares of £1 each, of which 63,093 had been 
iseved and 173,804 were unissued. The only question which arose was 
as to the numbering of the forfeited shares in the minute, having 
regard to Re Oceana Development Company (56 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 
p. 537), which decided that the denoting numbers of forfeited shares 
must be inserted in the minute. 

Nevitte, J., approved a minute in the following form: The capital 
of Thomas Wolf and Son (1907) (Limited and Reduced) is henceforth 
£118,453 10s., divided into 236,907 shares of 10s. each, instead of the 
original capital of £150,000, divided into 150,000 shares of £1 each, 
of which 63,093 shares have been issued and 173,804 are unissued. At 
the time of the registration of this minute the said 63,093 shares, num- 
beved respectively 1 to 63,043 and 63,049 to 63,093, are and are to be 
deemed to be fully paid up. Of the said 173,804, 173,794 have never 
been issued, and the remaining ten shares (formerly five shares of £1 
each), numbered respectivly 65,044 to 63,048, have been forfeited for 
non-payment of calls, and have not been reissued, and upon such ten 
shares nothing is to be deemed to have been paid.—Counszt, 7. J. C. 
Tomlin, Soxicrrors, Travers-Smith; Braithwaite & Co. 

(Reperted by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


. * , 
High Court—King’s Bench 
. *. *. 
Division. 
MERRIMAN v. GEACH. Div. Court. 25th Nov. 

PRACTICE AND PRocepuRE—AprPEAL in forma pauperis—By DEFENDANT 
tn Court Betow—Conpitions Precepent—R.S.C.Ord. 16, rr. 22 
AND 23. 

A defendant in the Court below, to appeal to the Divisional Court 

in forma pauperis must first obtain a certificate of counsel that he has 

reasonable grounds for so proceeding, in addition to his affidavit as to 
lack of means. 

This was an application made on notice by a defendant in 
person in a case before an Official Referee who had given notice of 
appeal against the decision of the Official Referee for leave to continue 
his appeal in forma pauperis. The application was based on an 
affidavit as provided by 8. 23 of Ord. 16, of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court to the effect that the defendant was not worth £25, wearing 








apparel, and the matter in dispute excepted. It appeared that the 
defendant had not obtained a certificate of counsel expressing an 
opinion that he had reasonable grounds for proceeding. By ord. 16, 
r. 22, of the Rules of the Supreme Court : ‘‘ Any person may be ad- 
mitted in the manner heretofore accustomed to sue or defend as a 
pauper on proof that he is not worth £25, his wearing apparel and the 
subject-matter of the cause or matter only excepted.”’ By r. 23: “A 
person desirous of suing as a pauper shall lay a case before counsel 
for his opinion whether or not he has reasonable grounds for pro- 
ceeding.’’ It was contended for the plaintiff that before the defendant 
could be allowed to proceed with his appeal in forma pauperis he must 
produce the opinion of counsel as provided by r. 23 of Ord. 16. No 
doubt that rule strictly construed only applied to a person suing, but 
in Ex parte Goldberg (1893, 1 Q.B. 417) the Court of Appeal had laid 
it down as a rule applicable to all cases that an appellant was in a 
position analogous to that of a plaintiff in the court below, and must 
obtain the opinion of counsel. Handford v. Clarke (1907, 1 K.B. 181) 


| was also referred to. 


Riptey, J. : We apply r. 23 of O. 16, which relates to the case of a 
person suing in forma pauperis as plaintiff to the case before us, which 
is that of a defendant appealing against a decision which has been 
given against him. The applicant here is applying for assistance in the 
same way in which a plaintiff does, and it | oe A seems to me that 
if a plaintiff has to obtain the opinion of counsel, that he has reasonable 


| grounds for proceeding, by analogy a person appealing against a judg- 


ment must do the same. 

Scrurton, J. : [ am of the same opinion, but as we are laying down a 
rule of practice which is apparently different from that laid down in 
some of the text books, I will state my reasons. A person suing in forma 
pauperis must, if he is a plaintiff, produce an affidavit that he is not 
worth more than £25, and a certificate of counsel that he has apparently 
a good cause of action. If he is a defendant he need only obtain an 
affidavit of lack of means. The rules say nothing as to a person 
appealing, but it follows from the cases of Hx parte Goldberg (1893, 
1 Q.B. 417) and Handford v. Clarke (1907, 1 K.B. 181) that the rules 
are to be applied to the case of appeals by analogy, and in the latter 


| case the Court of Appeal in the case of a respondent allowed him 


in forma pauperis to resist an appeal, without obtaining the opinion of 
counsel, that he had good grounds for resisting the appeal; in other 
words, they treated the respondent in that case as if he were a 
defendant. In Ex parte Goldberg ubi sub it does not appear whether 
the applicant was plaintiff or defendant in the Court below, and it does 


| not appear that the court recognised that there was any difference 


between the two cases, because they simply said generally that the 
rules applied. It appears to me that when a defendant is the appellant 
he puts himself in the position of a plaintiff because he is seeking to 
alter an’ existing state of things, and is not resisting some attack 
which is made upon him. That being so, I think he ought to be treated 
as if he were in the position of a plaintiff, and that he ought not to 
be allowed to proceed in forma pauperis unlees he produces the opinion 
of counsel that he has reasonable grounds for proceeding. If this 
were not so, the person who had succeeded below would be exposed 
to the risk of being harassed by any number of appeals without 
being able to obtain his costs. I therefore think that an appellant must 
be treated as if he were a plaintiff, and must produce a certificate of 
counsel that he has reasonable grounds for proceeding before the 
Court will allow him to prosecute his appeal in forma pauperis. Appli- 
cation postponed for production of certificate—Counset, for the 
plaintiff, 7. H. Parr. Sorscrrors, Merrimans and Thirlby. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1912-13. 
NOTICE. 


There will be no sitting in Court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may requir¢ 
to be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honour: 
able Mr. Justice Darling. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Darling will act as Vacation Judge 
from Monday, 23rd December, 1912, to Friday, January 10th, 1915, 
both days inclusive. His Lordship will sit at 11 o’clock in King’s Bench 
Judges’ Chambers on Thureday, 2nd January, 1913. On other days 
within the above period applications in urgent matters may be made 
to his Lordship by post or, if necessary, personally. 

Applications may be made, in any case of urgency, to the Judge, per- 
sonally (if necessary), or by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the 
brief of counsel, office copies of the affidavits in support of the applica- 
tion, and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and 
also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ ° 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 
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The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

The Chambers of Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady and Mr. Justice Neville 
(L to R Division) will be open (for Vacation business only)) from 10 
to 2 on Tuesday, 24th December; Friday, 27th December; Tuesday, 
3ist December, 1912; Wednesday, 1st January; Thursday, 2nd 
January; and Friday, 3rd. January, 1913. 


Rules of the Supreme Court (December, 1 )12). 
FINANCE (1909-10) ACT, 1910. 

1. The Rules of the Supreme Court (Finance (1909-10) Act), 1911, 
other than Rules 14 and 18, shall apply when the aggrieved persons 
are the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, subject as follows :— 

(a) Except in Rules 9 (2) and 15 the words. ‘‘ Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue ”’ shall be substituted for the word ‘‘ appellant,”’ and the word 
“respondent ’’ shall be substituted for the words ‘‘ Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue,” and ‘‘ Commissioners,’’ and all consequential altera 
tions in the wording of such Rules rendered necessary by reason of this 
provision shall be deemed to have been made. 

(b) In Rules 9 (2) and 15 the word ‘‘ Respondent ”’ shall be substituted 
for the word ‘‘ Appellant.’’ 

(c) In Rule 15 the words ‘‘ furnished by him or by his Solicitors to 
the Commissioners” shall be substituted for the words ‘‘ stated in his 
yetition.”’ 

2. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Finance (1909-10) Act), 1912, and chall come into operation forthwith, 
as urgent. 

Dated the 18th of December, 1912. 

MADE By THE Rute CoMMITTEE OF THE SUPREME CoUuRT. 


County Court Rule. 
FINANCE ACT, 1912, SECTION 2. 


(1.) An application to the Court to determine the amount which a 
lessee under a lease or an agreement for a lease of licensed premises is 
entitled to recover from, or to deduct from any sum due to, the grantor 
of such lease or agreement, under section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, shall 
be made to the Court in the district of which the licensed premises are 
situate. 

(2.) Any such application shall be made by action commenced by 
plaint and summons in the ordinary way. 

(3.) Particulars of demand shall be filed with every application, stating 
concisely the relief or order which the Plaintiff claims. 

Dated December 18th, 1912. 

Mabe By THE Rute Commirree or County Court JupcEs. 
APPROVED BY THE RULE COMMITTEE OF THE SUPREME CoUuRT. 
ALLOWED BY THE LoRD CHANCELLOR. 





Societies. 
The General Council of the Bar. 
PROPOSED EXTENSION OF COUNTY COURT JURISDICTION. 


The following observations on the County Courts Bill, 1912, are con- 
tained in the Annual Statement, 1912, just issued by the General Council 
of the Bar :— 

The General Council of the Bar, many of whose members are specially 
conversant with the practice in the county courts, whilst approving of 
some of the clauses of this Bill, desire to express their strong dis 
approval of its main provision as expressed in Clause 1. 

I. The Bill is apparently intended to preduce a large increase in 
the number of actions commenced and tried in the county courts for 
amounts above £100. Unless such a result is aimed at, its main object 
is not apparent. The great majority of actions to be tried in the 
county courts under Clause 1 of the Bill would be determined in courts 
where the congestion of business is a serious and growing evil and the 
constant subject of grave complaint. The poorer classes of suitors, for 
whose benefit the county courts were established, are already much 
delayed and inconvenienced by the introduction into the county courts 
of heavier and longer cases, and this evil will be greatly aggravated by 
the proposed legislation. The arrangements for the dispatch of business 


sittings at the various courte upon their circuits some weeks or even 
months in advance; and when a case remains unfinished at the close 
of the first day’s trial it is seldom possible to resume it except after a 
considerable interval. The result is that when parties and 
witnesses have come from a distance it is generally difficult, 
and sometimes impossible, to secure their attendance upon the 


adjournment. Where the trial is not continued upon consecutive days, | 


additional points are raised and additional evidence called, which, 
added to the time occupied in recallng the evidence given on 
Previous occasions, necessarily prolongs the proceedings, and. inevitably 
causes increased expense to the suitors. The accompanying memoran- 
dum, prepared by the council for the information of the Royal Com- 
mission on Divorce and Matrimonial Causes, contains specific instances 
of the evils complained of. No contradiction or correction of the facts 
set forth in this memorandum has been brought to the attention of 








the Council. It should also be remembered that the absence of plead- 
ings leaves the issues undefined, so that neither party is aware before 
trial of the actual points in dispute, thus rendering the procedure un- 
suited to cases of any complexity. ‘Trials held under the circumstances 
above mentioned are extremely unsatisfactory from every point of 
view, and in many cases result in great injustice. If, however, the 
procedure is to be assimilated to the procedure in the High Court of 
Justice, the advantage of the cheap procedure in the county court is 
lost. The local administration of justice by judges fixed in their dis- 
tricts is often open to objection, and is rarely so effective and satis- 
factory as in the High Court, where there is a constant interchange of 
judges and daily opportunities for them of association and intercourse 
with other members of the bench. No court can be suitable at once 
for cases involving claims for a few shillings in which parties appear 
in person, and for judgment summonses, and also for cases involving 
long trials and important issues, or difficult questions of law requiring 
reference to books. If the exercise by the county court judges of this 
extended jurisdiction is to be at the option of suitors, the natural 
result will be that in courts presided over by a competent and able 
judge the press of work will become unmanageable, whilst in other 
courts little or no advantage will be taken of the proposed extension 
of jurisdiction. 

If. The Bill recognises that the existing county court judges will be 
unable to deal with the additional work to be imposed upon them, and 
therefore proposes to relieve the judges of a substantial portion ol 
their existing duties by the following methods :—(1) By a process of 
delegation of judicial work to the registrars, who usually are solicitors 
practising locally. It is contrary to the interests of the public that 
the standard of judicial administration should be lowered. The poorer 
classes of suitors are entitled, equally with the richer, to have their 
suits determined in open court by a judge of learning and experience. 
(2) By exempting the judges from their existing obligation to attend 
small courts. This will deprive the poor suitors in small cases of one 
of the principal advantages of the existing county court system; and (3) 
by the appointment of temporary assistant county court judges. The 
Council are of opinion that the appointment of temporary assistant 
county court judges is undesirable. It would tend to impair the effi- 
ciency of the tribunal and the authority of the court in the estimation 
of the public, and this, having regard to the increased jurisdiction in 
recent years and the important duties of a county court judge, would 
be prejudicial to the effective administration of the law. The Council 
further desire to point out that for a barrister to be a judge and counsel 
alternately, especially when he practises in the county court, is, for 
obvious reasons, open to grave objection. 

III. The Council approve of the extended right of appeal to the 
High Court on questions of fact alone, or of mixed law and fact, but 
think that such a right of appeal should be further extended to all 
cases in which the sum claimed or the amount involved exceeds twenty 
pounds. 

IV. The scales of costs at present existing in the county courts 
were not compiled with a view to heavy litigation, and are quite in- 
applicable to the increased jurisdiction proposed by this Bill. 

March, 1912. 


Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors was held at the 
Law Society’s Hall on the 5th inst., Mr. T. H, Gardiner in the chair, 
the other directors present being Messrs. P. W. Chandler, J. W. C. 
Frere, C. F. Leighton, P. E. Marshall, Mark Waters, W. M. Wood 
house, and E. E, Barron (secretary). A sum of £70 was voted in grants 
of relief to widows and daughters of London solicitors, and other general 
business transacted. 


Cardiff Law Society. 


At a meeting of the Cardiff Incorporated Law Society at the Law 
Courts, Cardiff, on the 9th inst., the president, Mr. Ivor Vachell, in the 
chair, the resignation of Mr. Walter Scott from the hon. eecretaryship 
of the society, a position he has held since 1904, was received with 
expressions of regret. Mr. Harry Cousins, District Registrar of the 


| High Court, moved a resolution, placing on record high appreciation of 


Mr. Walter Scott’s services, and made eulogistic references to Mr. Scott’s 
work. Mr. H. P. Linton seconded the resolution, which was carried 
unanimously. Mr, W. Gilbert Scot= was elected to succeed his father 


| as hon. secretary. Mr. W. G. Scott was admitted in 1903. 


in county courte do not admit of continuity of trial in cases of any | 
length. ‘The county court judges are of necessity obliged to fix their | 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 16th of 
December, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. F. V. Robinson 
moved : ‘‘ That the case of Houghton v. Pilkington (1912, 3 K. B. 308) 
was wrongly decided,’’ Mr. R. Primrose opposed. The following 
gentlemen also spoke :—Mr. G. Blackwell, Mr. B. B. Kanga, Mr. A. T. 
Settle, Mr. J. Ball, Mr. E. S. Cox Sinclair, Mr. Norman Aaron, Mr. 
C. P. Blackwell, Mr. T. Jameson, Mr. 8S. E. Redfern, Mr. T. A. Pace. 


The motion was lost by three votes. 


The Union Society of London. 


The ninth meeting of the 1912-1913 session of the above society was 
held at 3 (N.), King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, the 18th of 
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December, at 8 p.m. The president was in the chair. Mr. H. R. 
Stables moved the following motion :—‘‘ That this House approves of 
the Mental Deficiency Bill.” Mr. 8. W. Neeke opposed. The following 
members spoke in favour of the motion :—Messrs. J, A. Pall, E. H. 
St. Clair Miller, A. G. R. Hickes, J. F. L. Ambrose, S. Croft, and 
Dr. Schueter Marehall, and W. 8S. Jones. Messrs. W. R. Wilson, 
W. A. Bright, L. H. K ind Jame 6 Kenny opposed the motion. 


Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Hucnu Murray Srurces, K.C., has been appointed Judge of 
County Courts, Circuit 4 (N. Lancashire), in the place of Judge Hans 
Hamilton, who has reeigned. Mr. Sturges was called to the Bar in 
1889, and belongs to the Oxford Circuit. He was recently appointed 
tecorder of Windsor, and was created a King’s Counsel last October. 

Mr. ALAN MacrHnerson has been appointed Judge of County Courts, 
Circuit 19 (Derbyshire), in place of Judge T. B. Napier, resigned, 
me was called to the Bar in 1881, and has practised at the Common 
saw Bar. 


General. 


On the 13th inst. the Royal Assent was given to the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, the Expiring Laws Continuance Act, the Light Rail 
ways Act, the London Institution (Transfer) Act, the Marriages in 
Japan (Validity) Act, the Protection of Animals (Scotland) Act, the 
Royal Scottish Museum (Extension) Act, the Protection ot Animals 
Act (1911) Amendment Act, the North Killingholme (Admiralty Pier) 
Act, and a number of Provisional Order Confirmation Acts. 

In the Companies (Winding-Up) Department of the Board of Trade 
Mr, H. E. Burges has been appointed an Official Receiver, Mr. W. J 
Warley Senior Assistant Official Receiver, and Mr. W. G. Bensted 
Senior Ac« 

In the House of Commons, Mr. J. M. Robertson. in reply to Mr. 
Amery. haa stated that. if the Bankrupte vy Bill should fail to pass this 
session, it is proposed to reintroduce it at the earliest possible moment 
next seasion. The number of chambers of commerce and trade asso 
ippealed to the Board of Trade for the passage of 


mis twenty-one. 


yuntant 


ciations who hav 
the Bill this sess 

Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., in his address to the grand jury at the 
Newington Scesions House on Tuesday, said they would be the last 
grand jury to be summoned to that building for a considerable time. 
After this month the Sessions would go back to its « ld house at Clerken 
well. What would be ite future no one could say at present. For eome 
time to come, however, the Sessions would be held at a more convenient 


epot for all concerned 

In the House of Commons, on the 16th inst., Lord N. Crichton- 
Stuart asked the Prime Minister whether it was proposed to introduce 
as a Government measure a measure for the payment of common jury 
men Mr. Asquith ; The question of the constitution of juries is now 
being inquired into by a Departmental Committee, of which Lord Mereey 
is the Chairman. Until their report is received, I cannot say what 
steps it may be desirable for the Government to take. 


Sir Thomas Hewitt, K.C., 
the Empress Rooms, Royal Palace Hotel, Kensington High-street, on 
Wednesday night Among those present were Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams, Lord Charnwood, Lord Cland Hamilton, M.P., Mr. Justice 
Phillimore, Sir W. Ramsay, Mr. Justice Pickford, Mr. Justice Hor 
ridge, Sir R. L. Morant, Sir FE. Letchworth, Sir W. Treloar, Sir F. 
Fleming. Sir R. Pennefather. Sir A. Bruce, Sir Laurence Gomme, Sir 
David Gill, Mr. Ingleby. M.P.. Mr. W. Whitaker Thompson, Sir 
Coleridge Grove Mi Atherley-Jones, M.P.. Sir T. Barclay. Judge 
Wheeler, Judge Tindal Atkinson, Mr. G. M. Freeman, K.C., Mr. 
Danckwerts, K.C., Mr. Buszard, K.C., and Prebendary Pennefather. 

In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, Mr. Cassel asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether Forms IV., VIII., and V, respec 
tively were held to be unauthorised by the courte, not merely on the 


forms were such as the Inland Revenue Commissioners had no right to 
ask under the statute. The Chancellor of the Exchequer : The forme re 
ferred to have been in certain cases declared by the courts to be un- 
authorised on grounds other than improper service; but I still maintain 
that Forms IV. and VIII. were legal in the vast majority of cases in 
which they were iseued, and that as regards Form V., it is only some 
of the questions which have been deemed to be unauthorised. — 

At Old-street Police Court on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, before 
Mr. Biron, the increased powers of magistrates under the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1912, were exercised for the first time. Police evidence 
showed that the prisoner, George Foulser, had lived on the earnings of 
a woman named Alice Cook for the last ten or twelve months. In 
consequence of the arrest of two other men for similar offences, the 
prisoner, for a few weeks, had made a living by street hawking and 
making paper soldiers. He afterwards returned to Cook, who then 
followed a certain calling again. The prisoner, who had elected to go 
to the Sessions for trial, was told by the magistrate that he was liable 


as Mayor of Kensington, gave a dinner in- 


: | ments usually less than rent. 
ground of improper service, but because the questions contained in those | 
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THE BRITISH LAW 


FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 


5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C. 
(with Branches throughout the United Kingdom). 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL £1,050,000 
PAID-UP CAPITAL ... ~ ... £150,000 
RESERVES oe ee £269,000 


General Manager—DAVID M. LINLEY. Secretary—T. WILLIAMS. 
FIRE, LOSS of PROFITS due to FIRE, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, 
PERSONAL ACCIDENT and SICKNESS, 
BURGLARY, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, PROPERTY 
OWNERS’ INDEMNITY, and GLASS BREAKAGE. 


Gentlemen ina position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies 
within the United Kingdom. No Foreign Business undertaken. 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock ... eae -— a tt .» £400,000 
Debenture Stock _ £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Ofices. 
G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 





there to two years’ imprisonment for this class of offence, and he then 
asked to be dealt with summarily. ‘The Magistrate: As you please. 
I'he law now says you have to convince me you are earning your own 
living, and you have failed to do so. It has also increased my powers 
of punishment from three months to six for this offence. The case is 
perfectly clear, and you must go to prison for the maximum term, six 
months. 

In striking contrast, says the Globe, to the recent resignation of three 
omparatively new members of the county court bench is the remark- 
able record of service of the three oldest judges. Judge Greenhow was 
appointed as long ago as 1880, Judge Sir W. L. Selfe in 1882, and 
Judge Sir Thomas Snagge in 1883, and they are still to be numbered 
among the most able and energetic judges in the country. The Supreme 
Court affords no record to match it. Lord Macnaghten, who is the 
‘father’ of the bench in the higher courts, started his judicial career 
four years after the youngest of this trio of veterans. There are ten 
county court judges who have occupied the judgment seat for more than 
twenty years. Lord Justice Vaughan Williams and Lord Justice 
Kennedy are, apart from Lord Macnaghten, the only Supreme Court 
judges whose record of service is as long. 








We are informed by Messrs. Debenham, Storr, and Sons, Ltd., 
that they have succeeded in disposing of the freehold property, 18, 
Wellington-street (the Victoria Club), by private treaty, at the satis- 
factory figure of £27,000. 








Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
snd Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 


(Ad vt.) 








Way PayRext! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assunance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Policies, Life Interests, &c. 


Mesers. H. EB. Foster & Crawrretp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard. E.C., on Thuraday last, when the follow: 
ing Lots were sold at the prices mentioned, the total realised being £3,985 :— 


JUTE REVERSIONS— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSI Sold 21.820 


> eee Sa oe 82 
To One-fifteenth of £20,000, 24 4 Consols ow a an » £520 
To Une-fifth of £1.000 os oe = ee o an 0 £75 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— oe 


For £600 .. eo es ée cam 
For £500 .. és os ee oe oe ee 6e ob £47 
BENEFIT OF AGREEMENT in £600 .. oe oe - ee 99 £180 
LIFE INTEREST IN &71 lée. perannom .. o es oe oo «= SOHN 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Recisrears 1x ATTENDANCE OF 


Date. EmMEreExcy Arpzat Covst Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
TA. No, 2. Joyor. Swinren Eavy 

Monday Dec. 28 MrGoldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

° Wanrnineror, NEVILLE. Parker. ve. 
Monday Dec. 23 Mr Beal Mr Leach Mr Charch Mr Farmer 
The Christmas Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 24th December, 1912, anu 

terminate on Monday, the 6th January, 1913, inclusive, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Dec. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrep rw Omanworry. 


A. HARGREAVES & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31. to send in 

aed ae — a the particulars of their dehts or claims, to 
omas James Gooc' , Edmund . oe, Bi 
po ena tag Heutaneer st, Birmingham. Pinsent & Co, Birmingham, 

ANGI0-AUSTRIAN PETROLEUM SYNDICATE. LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION’.—Creditors are 
required. on or before Dec 24, t> send in their names and addresses, and th 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles: Dupre Ross, 32, Old Jewry. Bischoff 
& Co, 4, Great Winchester st, solors for the liquidator. 

ARGENTINE GULF OIL SYNDICATE, L1D.—Petn for wiading up, presented Dec 11, 
directed to be heard Jan 14. Pakeman & Co, 11. Ironmonger1n, solors. Notice of 
geestes must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

BRITISH IMPROVED CoNnsTRUCTION Co, LtD.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, 
directed to be heard on Jan 14. Travers‘Smith & Co. 4, Throgmorton av, solors for 
the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of "an 13. 

CARRERAS AND MARCIANUS CIGARETTES, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Cre‘itors 
are required, on or before Jan 13, to send in their names and addresses, and par- 
Seslantor, their debts or claims, to Percy Howard Wells, Arcadia Works, City rd, 

CONVERSION Co (BILLINGS MACHINERY AND PRocEss) Ltp.—Petn for winding up 
presented Dec @, directed to be hear’ Jan 14. Surman & Co, 35, Sinootae i 
fields, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 13. 

FISHER BOOKBINDING Co, LTD —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send in 
their names and addresse:. and particulsrs of their debts or claims, to William 
Purchas, 224, Sussex st, Cambridge, liquidator. 

NEWFOUNDLAND FISHERIES’ DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required 
on or before March 10, to send in their names and addresses. and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Leonard Halliday, 7, Nicholas In, liquidator. 

Hat, & Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 29, directed to be heard at 
the Court House, Government. bldgs, Victoria st. Liverpool, Jan 8,at 10. Lumley & 
Lumley, 15, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 2. 

ISLAND STAR NEWSPAPER CO, LTD.—Petn for winding-nn. presented Dec 6, directed to 
np at the Town Hall, Ryde, Jan 1, James Fidridge & Sons, Newport Isle of 

ght, solors to 'he petnrs. Notice of appesring must reach the above named not 
later than three o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 31. 

MAIKOP AND GENERAL PETROLEUM TkUST, LTD.—Creditors are required. on or before 
Dee 31, to send in their nramesand addresses, and particulars of their debtsor claims, to 
8. H. Rogers, 7, Angel ct. liquidator. 

gp eee 0, mp pe a are required, on or before Dee 31, to serd 

Tesses, an ic t 
7, Augel ct, liqu dator. , and particulars of their debts or claims, to 8. H. Rogers, 

a Ltd —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send in their names 
—— and particulars of their debts or claims, to 8. H. Rogers, 7, Angel ct 

maa H‘DIJENSKI SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditore are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to S. H. 

: ere, 7, Angel ct, liquidator. : 
ewes STE«Ms 'IP Co, Ltn. —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send 

c names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to David Jones, 
ma runswick st, Liverpool, iiquidator. 

at Dawe AND NORFOLK MINES, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, 
William — names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
for the l quldcsene Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st Allen & Co, Eastcheap, s ‘lors 


PANHANDLE LAND Co, LTD.—Creditors are requested, on or before Jan 13, to send their | 


names and addresses with particulars ei , 7 
, Moorgate st, liquidator. Pi of their debts or claims, to J A Robertson, 7, 
“eheae Trust, Lp. Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, to send their names 

Jon my and particulars of their debts or claims, to James William Clark, 8, Old 
THomAn Py ie & Co, Capel House, New Broad st. solors for the liquidator. 

partioat ANIEL & Co., LtTp.—All persons having any clsims are requested to send 
Tinian on or before Jan 15, to. Fredk. G Evan Jones, 2, New ct, Linc2!n’s inn 

oe (1911) | sD.— Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to serd their 

and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Ablett 

Chilman, 50, Avenue rd, Forest gate, Essex, liquidator. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liuitsp ty Omanwozrt. 


Analo-AsLaTiC RUBBER AND FINANCE TRUST, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
aon rap ty their pamys and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
yh arles Frederick Burton, 35, (opthall av, liquidator 
to heh, a GOLD FIELDs, LTD.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec!12, directed 

ay he 14. Heywuod & Kam The Suter Temple, 222, Strand, solors for the 
al ice of a ng must reach the above named not later thin 6 o'clock 

Couomr afternoon of fan 13. 

y AL DOLOMENT Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send 

Meet addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 

A. De P , 20, Copthall av, liquidator. 

j ASQU «LI, LtD. ~Petu for winding up, presented Dec 12, directed to be 
leg ma “y 4 —s & Co, 99, Cannon st, solors for the petors. Notice of appear- 
Jan 13, reach above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

ATIONAL OTTOMAN SYNDICATE, LTD.—Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 18 

their names and addresses, and the rticulars of their deb ot cohen 

Patteson, Pinner’s Hall, Austin friars, liquidator, rare ae oe 


KASsKAR CIGARETTE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their 
names and addresses, an! the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius Wilson 
Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st, liquidator. 

L. E T. Company, Ltd. (IN Vottnrary LiqvrpaTroN).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Russell P wnceby, 53, New Broad st, liquidator. 

MONTEBRAS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 20, to send their names and 
addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Warwick Wellby Clarke, 
85, New Broad st, liquidator. 

Norwoop CentTRAL DAtRy, LTo.—Petn for winding up, nresented Dec 10, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Garrett In, Wandsworth, Jan 17, Woodroffes & Ashby, 39, 
Eastcheap, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 16. 

RHAYADER GRANITE QUARRIES, LTD. —Petn for windiny up, presented Nov 29, directed 
to be heard at Newtown, Mon gomery, Feb 10. Minshall, solor for the petnrs. Oswestry. 
Le Brasseur & Oakley, 4, Carey st, London agents. Notice of appearing must reacn 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 9 

SALMON Opy & Co, LtD.—Creditors are required'on or before Dec 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Leycester Ferris 
Scott, Capel House, 54, New Broad st, liquidator. 

WESSEX PRESS, LTD.—Creditors are ‘required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hubert 
Frank Byerley 3, King’s ter, Southsea. Bolton, Old Jewry chmbrs, soior to the 
liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRiDAY, Dec. 13. 


Quick DELIVERY Co, LTD. 
SNAILBEACH LEAD MINING Co, LTD. 
RoBERT ROWELL, LTD 
HARRISEAHEAD CoLLIERy Co, LTD. 
GREAT CENTRAL CYCLE AND Moto? House, Lp. 
SALMON Opy & Co, LTD. 
"MPRESS MoToR CAR AND AVIATION Co, LTD. 
YEWSABIT (1911) LTD. 
LONDON MOTOR COACH COMPONENTS Co, LTD. 
VERONESE,’LTD. 
TrmBE: SuppLy Co, LTD. 
MINING AND GENERAL INDUSTRIES, LTD. 
FIS9ER BOOKBINDING Co, LTD. 
WARWICK TyRE Co. LTD. 
NEWF )UNDLAND FISHERIES’ DEVELOPMENT <YNDICAT *, LTD. 
BURMA DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD (Reconstructivn). 
CARRERAS AND MARCIANUS CIGARETTES, Lr. 
A. HARGREAVES & Co, LTD. 
CARA STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
BARRA STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
(ARNAQUIDDEN MINING Co, LTD 
CANDLISH & Co, LTD. 
WIGAN AND DISTRICT BRICK SuPrPLy Co, LTD. 
THOMPSON & -OUTHWICK, LTD (Reconstru ‘iion). 
MAYFLOWER STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
THE LIVERPOOL, LTD. 
ALBION STEAMSHIP CO. LTD. 
NEW DA’ DAWN AND NORFOLK MINES, LTD. 
Roperts & Sovs, LTD. 
Erpistock MIL Co, LTD. 
STROUD NEws, LTD. 
London Gazette -YUESDAY, Dec. 17 


MisH & Co. Lap. 

Crom Trust, Lip. 

LONDON AND PARIS STORES, LTD. 
MYNFLL SYNDICATE, LTD. 
EXHIBITIONS PROMOTION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Coast SALVAGE Co, LTD 

ABERTH4AW HyDRAULIC LIME Co, LTD. 
LLANWERN STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
PLOESCI SYNDICATE, LTD. 

Jones & EVANS, BOOKSELLERS, LTD. 
WILSON APPARATUS Co, LTD. 











HoME DEFENCE LEAGUE, LTD. 

ANGLO ASIATIC RUBBER AND FINANCE Trust, LD. 
CASINO DE Paris. LTD. . 
NATURAL Foop Co, LUtp. (Reconstruction). 
ENCANTO SYNDICATE, LTD. 

CowPER-COLES INVENTIO\S DEVELOPMENT Co, LTD. 
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION Co, LTD. 

Knopp «& Sons, LTD. 

HARTLEPOOL ELECTRIC TRAMWAYS CO, LTD. 
GoBELL, Mort & Co, LTD. 

HOM® AND GENERAL SuppLy Co, LTD, 

BRIGHOUSE PHOTOGRAPHIC Co, LTD 

MERMAID TAVERN, SHAKESPEARES ENGLAND, LTD 
CARLTON PRESS (CHESHAM), LTD, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ovarm. 
London Gazette,—Fatvay, Dec. 13. 

Brsuor, Josern, Seven Sisters rd, Pisnoforte Manufacturer Jan 7 Bishop v Wild, 
Warrington, J Lea, High Holborn 

Hoars. Writiam Saree, Chesterford gdns, Hampstead, Tailor Feb 18 Hoare v. 
Faull, Neville, J Thompson, Jerm n st 

MoGgxrcor, Bertaam, Eden Banks, Edenbridge, Kent, Director of Steamship Co Jan 22 
McGregor v Hinds, Neville. J Weldon, New Broad st 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 17. 

Barturs, Ronert Atexanpek Acacia rd, 8t. John’s Wood, Surgeon Jan15 Green- 
wood and Arother v Scott and Another, Warrington, J Bockewt, Amborley 
he, Norfolk st 

Borrive, Wrtttam Norman, Southsea. Hants, Drapsr Jan 10 Botting and Others v 
Botting and Another, Joyca, J Robinson, Southsea 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Oram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 13. 


ASH, JANE, Blackpool Feb10 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
BAKER, Colonel] EDWARD HENRY, Pall Mall Janié Nelson & Co, Essex st Strand 
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BANHAM, WILLIAM, Wymondham, Norfolk, Farmer Jan 14 Goodchild, Norwich 


| TaYLor, GEORGE WaYLAND, Tunbridge Wells March 25 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 


y ; . 3 Kimbers & TREVOR, ELISABETH, Queen's gdns, Hyde Park Jan 15 Trevor & Co, Lime st 
BANNERNAM, PaTawe Wises, Somers pf, Myo Pork Jan 15 Kiuber & Boatman, H TURNER, JOHN maven, Glandyn, Cardigan Jan 31 Warner & Kirby, Winche:ter 
White, Colchester | WAILERS, ISABELLA, Stockfield, Northumberland Feb 10 Brown & Son, Newcastle up» 


Lombard st 


BRAND. JoserpH Ropert, Langenhoe, Essex, Farmer Jan 17 


BRENDON, ANNA MARIA, Bath Jan2l Scott. Path 


BRINDLEY, GEORGE SAMUEL, Smethwick, Staffs Dec 18 Nichols, Birmingham 
CALDECOTT, SopHTA CATHERINE, Rugby Jan25 Seabroke & Son, Rughy } 
CORFIELD, FLORA BEATRICE ANNETTE, Brussels Jan 22 Pearce & Suns, West Smith- 


fleld 


CoTTon, ELIZABETH, Newport, Salop Jan 10 May & Court, Wolverhampton 

Mote & Son, Gray's inn eq 
DUGDALE, ELizanetH, Ashton on Ribble, Lancs Jan 20 Kastham, Clitheroe 

DUNCAN, ANDREW, MD, BS. (Lond), FaCP, FRCS, Chester st, Jan 15 Ravenscroft & 


Davis, WILLIAM Henry, Hewitt ri. Hornsey Jan 14 


Co, John st, Bedford row 


EGERTON, CHARLES AvUGuSTUS, Robertsbridge, Sussex Jan 


Inn fle'is 


ERSKINE, CHARLOTTE MARY, Stamford Baron, Northampton 


Sheffield 


EVANS, AUGUSTINE, Sou'hampton Jan 20 Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion House 
FARROW, WILLIAM, Norwich Jan 12 Sevens & Co, Norwich 

Bircham & Co, Parliament st 
Gales & Boulton, Sunderland 
GEORGES, HENRY RHODES GILBERT, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd's Bush Jan 14 


Fitz GERALD, Sir GERALD, KCMG, Cadogan gins Jan 20 
GALES, ALFRED Ropert, Sunderland, Solivitor Jan 21 


& Son, Lincoln s Inn fields 


GRANYCOME, Lucretia Letitia, Middlesbrough Jan13 St:venson & Son 
GREAVES. CLEMENT WILLIAM, Halifax, Yorks, Photographer 


Halifax 
GREENWOOD, SARAH, Stolybridge Jan 31 
HARDY, 


Hony, Rev CHARLES WILLIAM, Woodborough Rec.ory, 
Jackson, Devizes 


HucHuET, MADELEINE Junie, Boulevard Bonne Nouvell: 


Johnson, Salisbury House, London Wall 
l' ANSON, EDWARD BLAKEWAY, Laurence Pountney hill, 
New ct 


INGHAM, Mary ELIZAneTH, Sale, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 21 


Altrincham 
Jones, JANE, Pensarn, Denbigh Jan16 Lioyd, Rhyl 
L*MALE, EMILY, Hove, Sussex Jan 20 
MARSH, ISAAC BAKER, Rede, Suffolk Farmer Dec 31 
MeEcH, EMMA, Stratford, Essex Jan 27 
PARRY, FANNY 
PEARS, FRANCIS, Woking, Surrey Jan 31 


PREBBLE, WALTER, Cumberland rd, Acton Jan 31 

Reece, THOMAS CADAKN, Harley st, Dental Surgeon 
Wales 

RICHARDS, Emtny Rockley rd, Shepher!'s Bus Jan 31 

Khosk, EMMA, Worthing Jan 14 


flelds 


° 

Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 10. 
FIRST MEETINGS, 

AINSWORTH, Eanest DunBaAR, Birmingham 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BAKER. WILLIAM, Stapleton, Bristol, Druggists Dec 18 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BANKS, ToM, Gloucester, Baker Dee 19 at 11 
Station rd, Gloucester 

BEAUMONT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Leeds, Fruit Merchant 
Dec 20 atll Off Rec, 24 Bord st, Leeds 

BELL, WILLIAM EDWARD DeRrrtneton, Inchmery, Thorne 
loe, Worcester Dec iS atl2 Of Ree, 11, Copenhagen 
st, Worcester 

BENNETT, ALBERT JAMES, Kinvar, Staffs, Coal Merchant 
Dec 19 at12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

BURGE, FRANCIS, Bristol, Boot Dealer Dec 18 at 11.45 
Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

CARNELL, ALBERT. Nottingham, Painter Dec 18 at 3 
County Court House, St Peter's gave, Nottingham 

CoLuson, JoHS HENRY, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 18 
at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporatiou st, Birming 
ham 

Evans, WT, High rd, Streatham, Dairyman Dec 18 
atil.s0 13z, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Ginns, Loutsa MARIA, Ipswica Dee 18 at 11 OF Ree, 
36, Princes st, Lyswich 

HieGctinBoTTroM, Eooar, Dukinfield, Cheshire, 
Dec 18 at3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hvupson, JOHN AUGUSTINE, Southsea, Hanis, Engineer 
Dec 19 at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 
Portsmouth 

ivan, CORNELIUS, Seaholme, Pakefleld, Suffolk, Rope- 
meker Dec 19 at 2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

JACKSON, ROBERT WILLIAM, Sheffield, Labourer Dec 18 
atl2 Off Rec, Figtr-e In, shettie d 

KEMP, WILLIAM HENRY, East Sout sea, Han‘s Dee 19 
at 3 Off Rec, . ambridge Junction, High st, Ports 
mouth 

KoORITSCHAN, MAX, Manstone rd, Cricklewood, Merchant 
ec ls atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

LAWS, GEORGE RoBert, Great Yarmouth, Grocer Dec 18 
at 12.30 Ovf Rev, 8, King st, Norwich 

McKig8, G#orek, North Shields, Drysaiter Dec 19 at 11 
Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

NICHOLSON, ART«UR, Holme on Spalding Moor, Flour 
Dealer Dec 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bauk 
chmbrs, Lowgate Hull 

UGDEN, JAMES, Heywood, Lancs, Coal Dealer Dec 19 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Pack, JaMES Ernest, Beccles, Cycle Agent's Assistant 
Dec 18at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

PHILPS, CHARLES DENNISON, Airedale av, Chiswick Dec 19 
ati2 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

PILE, ALFRED, Roadwater, Somerset, Baker Dec 18 at 3.15 
3, Hammet st, Taunton 


Dec 18 at 11 


Off Rec, 


Farmer 


21 Farrer & Co, Lincoln‘s 


Garside & Co, Stalybridge 
ALBERT, Tredegar rd, Bow Jan13 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 
H+ WETSON, Mary, King’s Lynn, Norfolk Jan14 Glasier, King’s Lynn 

Wilts Jan 31 


, Paris Jan 16 Downer & 


Architect 


Nye & Clewer, Brighton 
Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
Rutlind, Chancery In Mary 
Leytonstone, Essex Jani5 Trotter & Patteson, Victoria st 
Hunt, Lancaster pl, Strand 
PIeRce, PHORRE, Covlestone rd, East Dulwich Jan4 S#epstone & Co, St Helen’s pi 
rorrer, THOMAS East Ham Jin 25 Svrett & Sons, Finsbury pymt 
Jones, Finsbury sq 

May 1 


Hughes, Edgware rd 

Dresser & Earl, Chancery In 

howse, Joun. and RitzA SMALE forquay Jan9 Hext, Torquay 

SHEPPARD, Joserd, Faringd n. Berks Jan 12 Crowdy & Peel, Faringdon 

SIMMONS, SAMUEL MARK, Finsbury pvmt, Solicitor Jan 20 Myer & Co, London wall 
Spence, Fansy Louisa, Ivcrna gdos, Kensington Jani Crowders & Ce, Lincoln's ina 


Tyne 


inn fields 


coln’s inn 


ASTLEY, HENRY JACoB DELAVAL, Sittingbourne, Kent 
Norfolk House, Thames Embankment 


Watrtes, THOMAS FRANKLIN, Gunnersbury Jan 27 ) c ’ 
WELD, CHARLES GODDARD, Newport, Rhode Island, USA Jan 11 Field & Co, Lincoln's 


Radford & Frankland. Chancery In 


Woop, ALFRED, Leeds, Solicitor Jan 22 Markland & Co, Leeds 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 17. 
ALSING, JOHAN RoBERT, Képing, Sweden, Engineer Jan 20 Chandler, New ct, Lin- 


Jan 14 Willtams & Jame’, 


BARNES, ELLEN, Sheffield Jan 11 Jackson & Jackson, Sheffield 


Marl Alderson & Co, 


ct, Walbrook 
Westminster 
Pennington 


Leices‘er 
Khodes & Evans, 


bor ugh 
Jan 15 


BLACKWELL, WALTER REGINALD, Watford, Herts 


Jan 30 Stevens & Drayton, Bond 


BLANCH, ALYAN THOMAS, Latterbridge, Iron Acton, Glos Jan 15 Jones, Bristol 
BRESMAN, EDWARD, Wandsworth 1d, Clapham 


Jan 31 Yielding & Co, Vincent sq, 


CHANCELLOR, HoRATIO, Chessington, Surrey Jan 830 Wadeson & Malleson, Devonshire 
eq . an 
CooK, JANE, Skelton in Cleveland, Yorks Jan 13 Buchannan & Richardson, Guis- 


DALZIEL, PETER BRowN, Benwell, Newcastle upon Tyne, Missionary Jan 15 Maughan 


& Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Jackson «& 


DAWSON, JAMES, Lincoln, Currier Jan1 Burton & Co, Stonebow, Lincoln 

Deuce, FANNY, Cunbridze Wells Jan 2l Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

GARSIDE, ANN ELIZABETH, Lindley, Huddersfield Jan 18 Sykes & Co, Holmfirth 
HARRIS, HERBERT, Birminghim, Engineer Jan 25 Walthall & Pritchard, Birminghim 


Hooper, AMALIE JANE, Ilfracombe, Devon Jan13 Rowe & Warren, Ilfracombe 


Truro 

Mar 1 Chandler, 
bury 

Nicholls & Co, 


Clement's inn 


Kettering 


Re-ce, Abergele, North Abbott 


PEACOCK, WILLIAM WEnSTER, Doncaster, Draper Jan 11 
PERKINS, HANNAH, Park rd North, Acton 
PORTER, HENRIETTE DUMARESQ, Stanhope Hotel, London 


PULLIN, THOMAS HENRY STOCKER, Sidmouth, Devon Jan 20 


JOLLY, RICHARD HENWOOD, Carmeneliis, nr Redruth, Cornwall Jan 21 Smith & Co, 


PARRISSs, JOHN WILLIAM, Willesden In, Middx Jan 25 Sawbridge & Son, Alderman- 


Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Feb 12 Brown High st, Acton 
Jan 14 Adams & Adams, 


Mossop, Ottery St 


RUDKIN, JOHN, Romford, Essex Jan 28 Porter & Gardner. Romford 
SCAKLETT, EMMA, Hove Jan 18 Whitfield & Co, Surrey st, Sirand 
SHATFORD, MARY KeysToNn, Broughton, Northampton 


Jan 17 Lamb & Stringer, 


SHAW, SARAH JESSIE, Ellacombe, Torquay Jan 17 Hacker & Michaelmore, Newton 


SMITH, EuzA, Brighton Feb 12 Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn 


Pr HOMAS, MORRIS, Corris, Merioneth, Chemist Jan 31 Evans, Machynlleth, Mont 

WIGLEY, SEPTIMUS, Warwick, Hotel Keeper Jan2 Moore & Tibbits, Warwick 

WILBRAHAM, The «ton REGINALD FRANCIS BOOTLE, Park st Jan 14 Ellerton & 
Wilbraham, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs 

Woopcock, VINCENT, West Glossop, Derby, Boot Dealer Dec 24 Ireland, Glossop 


WRIGHT, SIDNEY WILLIAM, Upper Richmond rd, Putney Feb3 Rutland, Chancery In 








ROBERTS, JOHN Lewis, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Draper 
Dec 18 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmartheu 
SORTON, CHARLES, Heath Town, Wolverha upton, Cooper 


Dec 18 ati2 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton | 


STAGG. GILBERT GrORGE, Tintinhull, Somerset, Wueel- 
wright Dec 19at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine 
st, Salisbury 

STAVES, JOHN, Parkg te, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Fruiterer 
Dec 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

STEVENSON, WILLIAM SHARP, Leeds, Carriage Proprietor 
Dec 20 at 3 Off Rec, 24, Bond st. Leeds 


THOMAS, DAVID HARRY GoFF, Chorlton cum Hardy, nor | 


Manchester «lerk Dec 2) at 10.45 Of Rec, Govern- 
ment bldgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 
THOMAS, MARGARET ANNE, Newbri Ly Mon, Grocer Dec 
Isatil Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
THOMAS, WILLIAM, Llangefni, Angiesey, Tailor Duc 18 at 
1: Crypt chmbrs, Chester 





Wener, FR«DERICK Hermann, Mumbles, Glam, Poulterer | 


Dec 19 at 1L Off Rec, Government bligs, St Mary's 
st, Swansea 


ADJUDICATION 3. 


AINSWORTH, Earnest DUNBAR, Esher, Surrey Kingstoa, 
Surrey Pet ect 31 Ord Dec5 

ALLUM, GEorRGE THOMAS, Orange st, Leicester sq, Grocer 
High Court Pes Nw6 Ord Dec6 

BEAUMONT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Leeis, Fruit Merchant 
Leeds Pe. Dec6 Ord Dec6 

BELL, WILLIAM EDWARD DERRINGTON, Thorneloe, Wor- 
cester Worcester Pet Nov 8 Ord Dec7 

CLARKE, CHARLES SyDNkRY, Clifton hill, Maida Vale, Com. 
missioaAgent High Curt Pet Sept20 Ord Dec6 

Cox, EDWIN JosgrH, Wool Exchange, Bas:nghall st, Manu- 
facturer’s Agent High Court Pst Nov 12 Ord Dee 5 

DODKIN, Lucy AMELIA, Southend on Sea, E-sex, Pro- 


prietress of a Nursing Iustitution Chelmsford Pet 


Dee 56 Ord Dec 5 
Eck, AvGusTus RICHARD, 
Edmonton Pet May 4 Ord Dec 2 
Evans, THOMAS JOHN, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Tredegar Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
FREDERICK, IGNaTivs JouN, Huddersfield, Theatrical 
Minager Huddetsfield vet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
GANDY, WILLIAM, Featherstone st, Cabinet Munufac- 
turer Hig: Court Pet Oct7 Ori Dec6 


Hopeson, RICHARD JoHN, Brick ct, Temple, Barrister at | 


Law Hgna Court Pet Aug 12 Ord Dec 6 
HOULDSWoORTH, JOHN WILLIAM, Duke st, Adelphi High 
Court Pet Sept27 Ord Dec 6 


JAMES, ROBERT, Clyne, ne Neath, Glam, Blacksmith | 


Neath Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
JARRETT, JAMES ALEXANDER, Anerley, Surrey, Director of 
Public Companies High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord 


c 6 
KORITSCHAN, MAX, Manstone rd, Cricklewood, Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
LAWSON, RALPH BURTON, Morecambs, Lancs, Company 
Director Preston Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 


Woodside rd, Bowes Park | 


Tailor 


LOVICK, SIONEY DANIEL, Thurton, Norfolk, Shopkeepe 
Norwich Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

MART, JAMES Henry, Stanton, Staffs, Farmer 
on Trent Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec 5 

Nasu, Henry, Barrow in Furness, Lancs, Insurance 
Superintendent Barrow in Furness Pet Dec 5 On 
Dee 5 

PHILPS, CHARLES DeNnNIsON, Airedale av, Chiswick, 
ny med Manufactura Brentford Pet Nov 28 Ord 
Jec 5 

PoULTNEY, EDWARD /WILUIAM, Ulverston, Lancs, Solic:tor 
Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 22 Ord D2c7 

SALES, TH MAS RoWLAND, Whitstable, Kent High Court 
Pet July 25 Ord Dec 5 


Burtoa 


| SANDROOK, Henry ALBERT, Peterchurch, Hereford, Miller 


Heretord Pet Nov 8 Ord Dec 5 

ScorNey, CHARLES Epwarp, Alfod, Lincoln, Grover 
Boston Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 : 

SIMONSEN, ALBERT EpwarD, Budge row, Agent High 
Court Pet Oct l4 Ord Dec5 

SoRTON, CHARLES, Heath fown, Wolverhampton, Cooper 
Wolverhampton Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

SpeNc R, EDWIN T'aoMAaS, Skelmanthorpe, Yorks Haé- 
dersfield Pet Nov i4 Ord Dec 5 : 

STEVENSON, WILLIAM SHARP, Leeds, Carriage Proprietor 
Leeds Pet Dec6 Ori Dec6 ’ 

TURNER, KATHARINE MARY, Thetford, Norfolk, B >arding 
House Kesper Bury St Edmuads Pet Nov 6 Or 
Dec 


6 

WAKEFIELD, STEPHEN CASTELHOW, Welldon cres, Harrow 
Commercial Traveller St Ai‘bins Pet Nov 18 Ord 
Dee 5 

WILLCOX, GEORGE WITCOMBE, Street, Somerset Bost 
salesman Wells Pet Sept 28 Ord Dec5 

WILLIAMS, ELIZABErH, and WILLIAM OWEN WILLIAMS, 
Gara Dolbenmaen, Cirnirvon, General Merchans 
Portmadoc Pet Aug31 Ord Dec 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


GIL*s, FrepERtIcK, Oxford, Furniture Dealer Oxford 
Adjud Jan 5, 1912 Annul Dec 2 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atperstey, Moss, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer’s Manage 
Bradford Pet Decll Ord Dee 11 . 
Bexsaristp, Eowarp, Boscombe, Bournem uth, Distt 
fector at Sanitary Hospitai Poole Pet Dec 1! OM 

1 


Bevertey, Taomas Heway, Chandos rd, East Finchley, 
Clerk High Court PetDec9 Ord Dec 9 

Bonp, James, Briggate, Garforth, Yorks, Coal Mine 

Wakefield Pet 10 Ord Dec 10 i 

Borrapatte, Marcus we -) po Park 
High Court Pet Dec9 Ord g 

Cuames, Pare Hexey Caaven, Scarborough Seat 
borough Pet Noy 14 Ord Dec 10 
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Crank, Joux Davin, Dinnington, Yorks, Iainter Sheffield 
Pet Dec 9 ec : 

Coox, Witt1am Percy, Southsea, Builder 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec lv : 

Daxwis, James Anraver, Acacia rd, 8t John’s Wood, Fish 
monger High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 — 

Epwanvs, Cuartes Francis, Peterborough, Printer 
Peterborough Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Hawt, Eaxzst Witwtam, Sheffield, Manager Sheffield 
Pet Dec 9 Dec 9 ; 

Hesseat, Wittiam James, Biehop’s Froome, Hereford, 
Builder Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


Porvsmouth 


Houuixcswortn, Harry, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet Dec | 


Ww Ord Dec 10 
HottincsworTH, Jonn Rosixson, Barton on Humber, Cow- 
keeper Great Grimsby Pet Decll Ord Dec 11 
Joxzs, Epwagp, Blranclydach, nr er gt Glam, Coal 
Miner Pontypridd Pet Dec9 Ord Decy 
Kewsiroap, WitL1am James, Porthcawl, Glam, Restaurant 
Keeper Cardiff Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Mansa, Evwarp, Kidderminster, General Dealer Kidder- 
minster Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

McKatr, Atraxrp Arrrict, New Oxford st, Agent High 
Court Pet Oct5 Ord Decll 

MoreaN, Tuomas, Hirwain, Glam, Collier Aberdare Pet 
Dec 9 O 9 


Moniimer, Feepertce Joserx, Yoyshir, Glam, Colliery 
Labourer Pontypridd Pet Dec 11 r@ Dee 11 


Muserove, Ratps Samus, Langford, Beds, Wheelwright | 


Bedford Pet Dec 10 Ord Decl0 _ 

Nevuass, W R, Budge row, Cannon st High Court Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Dec 11 

Noamay, Grorce Wiiiiam, Eye, Suffolk, Fishmonger 
Ipswich PetDec lv Ord Dec 10 

Ouver, Ricuarp, Middlesbrough, Butcher Middlesbrough 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

O@Nent, Joax, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Army Pensioner 
Dorchester Pet Decll O.d Decll 

Payxuurst, Txuomas, Chatham, Licensed 
Rochester Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Packuam, Agtuur Epwarp, Southampton, Newsagent 
Southampton Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


Pexxinatos, AzTuvus, Ashton in Makerficld, Lancs, Joiner 


Wigan Pet Decll Ord Dee 11 


Porrs, Martaew Bertram, Halifax, Physician Halifax | 


Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec lv 

Reyso.ps, Atrraep Georce, Sutton rd, Muswell Hill, 
Salesman High Court Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1l 

Ruoprs, Harry Exxest, Malvern Link, Worcester, China 
Dealer Worcester Pet Decll Ord Dee 11 

Rotuweitt, Bertua, Bolton, Smallware Dealer 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Suaw, Witttam Tuomas, Marlow, Bucks, Licensed 
Victualler Aylesbury Pet Dec10 Ord Dee 10 

Bracey-Jonzs, Many Eviza, Blashford house. nr Ring- 
wood, Hants Salisbury Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Srassinc, Frank, Heybridge Hall, nr Maldon, E:sex, 
Farmer Chelmsford Pet Nov20 Ord Dec1l 

Taytorn, Joun Eanest, Devizes, Wilts, Plasterer Bath 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

TayLozs, Jouw Wi tiam, Long Eaton, Derby, Cab Pro- 
prietor Derby and Long Katon Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 
10 


Bolton 


Tay.or, Josepn RipinGs, Wiltons Extent, Heywood, Me- 
chanical Steel Forger Bolton Pet Dee 9 Ord Dec9 

Tayios, Witiiam, Leeds, Fruit Merchant’s Assistant 
Leeds PetDec9 Ord Dec9 

Trompsox, Rosanna Anpxgrsox, Stonehouse, or Stroud 
Glos Gloucester Ord Dec9 - 

Wercs, Lanerey Suerco.p, Brighton, Skating Rink 
Proprietor High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Decy 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALDERSLEY, MOSES, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer’s Manazer, 
Dec 24at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

BakeR, JOHN ROBERT, Kudcliffe, Sheffield, Commercial 
Traveller Dec 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

BENJAFIELD, EDWARD, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Dis- 
infector at Sanitary Hospital Dec 23 at 3 Arcade 
chmbrs (first floor), Bournemouth 

BEVERLEY, THOMAS HENRY, Chandos rd, East Finchley, 
Clerk Dee 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bonp, JAMES, Briggate, Garforth, Yorks, Coal Miner 
Dec 23at3 Uff Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

BORRADALE, MARCUS ABRAHAM, Kennington Park rd, 
Dec 23at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Victualler | 


BurRROWS, FRANK WALLING, Colne, 
Dec 21 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winkley st, Preston 
Cook, WILLIAM PERCY, Southsea, Hants, Builder Dec 23 
at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge juuc, High st, Portsmouth 
COOKE, SIDNEY FITzZROY, Cheltenham, Market Garden r 
Dec 2Lat4 Couuty Court vidgs, Cheltenham 
CORNWELL, EBENEZER, Ely, Cambridge, Builder Dec 21 
at 11.30 Lamb Hotel, Ely 
Cox, ALFRED ERNEST, West Bridgford, Notts, Insurance 
Manager Dec2lat 11 Off Rec, 4, Casvle pl, Park s., 
Nottingham pa 
DENNIS, JAMES ARTHUR, Acacia rd, St John’s Wood, 
Fishmonger Dec 23 at 11.30 Bankruptcy Dbidgs 
Carey st ; 
| EVANS, THOMAS JOHN, Ebbw Vale, Tailor Dec 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
FREDERICK, IGNATIUS JOHN, Huddersfield, Theatrical 
Manager Dec 23 at 2.45 Hu idersfield Incorporated 
Law Society’s Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Hud- 
dersfield 
HANDCROFT, JAMES, Eccles, Lancs, Children’s Outfitter 
Dec 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
HERBERT, WILLIAM JAMES, bishops Froome, Hereford, 
Builder Dec 21 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, 
Worc-ster 
HUGHES, WILLIAM, Cae Metta, Llanddeniolen, Cirnarvon, 
Farmer Dec 28 at 2.15 Priuce of Wales Hotel, Car- 
narvon 
JAMES, ROBERT, Clyne, nr Neath, Glam, Blacksmith Neath 
Dee 21 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's 
st, Swansea 
JONES, EDWARD, Blaenclydach, rr Tonypandy, Glam, 
Coal Miner . Dec 21 at 11 Off Rec, st Catherine’s 
chmbrs, St Catherine st, Poutypridd 
KENT, WILLIAM SEVILLE, Brooktuvrpe, Glos, Wheel- 
wright Dec 24 at 11 Off Rec, Station rd, Glouces- 
ter 
LAWSON, RALPH BURTON, Lancast-r 
tine Cafe, Market st, Lanc:ster 
LUXTON, WILLIAM JOHN, Camelford, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Dec 23 at 2.15 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, 
Tzuro 
MART, JAMES HENRY, Stanton, Staffs, Farmer Dec 23 at 
11.30 Cou t House, 20, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 
MARTIN, ERNES!, Sheffield, Builder Dec 23 at 12 Off 
Rec, Figtsee In, Sheffield 
| MARTIN-Davey, W, Liverpool Dee 23 at 12 
Unio. Marine bidgs, 11, Laie st, Livrpoul 
McKE1tT, ALFRED ATTRILL, Albion House, New OxfOrd st 
Ageut Dec 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
MorGAN, THOMAS, Hirwain, Glam, Collier Dec 23 at 11 
0 :, Cather.ne chmbrs, st Catheriue st, Pouty- 


Dec 23 at 4 Pala- 


Off Rec 


MORTIMER, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Ynyshir, Glam, Colliery 
Labourer Dec 23 at 11.30 Of Kec, St Va:herine 
chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

NEUMANN, W R, Budge row, Cannon 8t 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

NEWMAN, GEORGE HEBBERT, Stuntney, nr Ely, Cambridge 
Solicitor Dec 21 at 11.3) Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury 
Cambridge 

OLIVER, RICHARD, Middlesbrough, Butcher Dec 24 at 
11.20 Off Ree, Court chmb.s, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 

‘NEILL, JOHN, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Army Pensioner 
Dec 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chambrs, Uatherine ot, 
Salisbury 

PECKHAM, ARTHUR EDWARD, Southampton, Newsagent 

| Dec 23 at 12 vif Ke:, Midland Bank chmbrs, Migh 
st, Southamptoau 

Potts, MATTHEW BERTRAM, Halifax, Physician 
10.15 County Court, -rescutt st, Halifax 

| REYNOLDS, ALFaED GEORGE, Suttun rd, Muswell Hill, 

| Salesmin Dec 23 at 11 Baukrupicy bidgs, Carey st 

| RHODES, HARRY ERNEsT, Malvera Link, Worcester, 
China Dealer Dec 2. at 11.30 Of Rec, 11, Copen- 
hagen st, Worcester 

ROTHWELL, BERTHA, Bolton, Smallware Dealer Dec 23 at 
1l Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

ScoTNEY, CHARLES EDWARD, Alford, Lincs, Grocer Dec 24 
atz Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, B ston 

STACEY-JONES, MARY ELIZA, Blashford House, nr Ring- 
wood, Hants Dee 24 at 1245 Of Rec, City chmbrs, 
Catheriue st, Salisbury 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Kirkgate Market, Leeds, Fruit Mer- 
chant’s Assistant Dec 23 at il Of Rec, 24, Bond st, 
Leeds 


Dec 23 at 12 


Dec 23 at 


| 


Lance, Fruiterer | 


Tomss, JOHN LAMBERT, Pilley, Leckhampton, Gles 
vrocer Dec2lat 3 Cotunty Court bidgs, Cheitenham 
WELCH, LANGLEY SHERGOLD, Brighton, Skating Kink, 
Proprietor Dec 23 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


st 
Woop, AGNES, Cinderford, Glos Dec 21 at 3.30 County 
Court blogs, Cheltenham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALDERSLEY, Mosks, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer’s Manager 
Bradford Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 

BENNETT, ALBERT JaM&S, Kinver, Staffs Coal Merchant 
Stourb.idge Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec lv 

BEVERLEY, THOMAS HENRY, Chandos rd, East Finchley, 
Clerk High Court Pet DecY Ord Dec 9 

BLAKE, JOsEPH, Victoria vock rd, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Dee 11 

Bonv, JAMES, Garforth, Yorks, Coal Miner Wakefield 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec Ww 

BORRADAILE, M\RCUS ABRAHAM, Kennington Park rd 
High Court Pet Dec9 Ord Dee 9 

CLARK, JOHN DAVID, Dinnington, Yorks, Painter Sheffield 
Pes Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

DENNIS, JAMES ARTHUR, Ac:cia rd, 8t John Wood, Fish- 
monger High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 1: 

EDWARDS, CHARLES FRANCIS, Peterborough, 
Peterborough Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

EVANS, WILLIAM THOMAS, High rd, Streatham, Dairyman 
Wan isworth Pet Oct 23 Urd Dec9 

FRYD, ALEXANDER HERBERT, Southend on Sea, Builder 
Coelmsf.rd Pet Oct 15 Ord Dec 11 

HApcCROFT, JAMES, Eccles, Lancs, Ladies’ Outfitter Sal- 
ford Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 10 

HALL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Sheffield Sheffield 
Ord Dec 6 

HERBERT, WILLIAM JAMES, Froome, Herefordshire, 
Builder Worcester Pet Dec 9 Ora Dec9 

HOLLINGSWORTH, HARRY, Derby, Butcher 
Vec lu Ord Dec lu 

HOLLINGSWORTH, JOHN ROBINSON, Barton on Humber, 
Cowkeeper Great Grimsby Pet Decll rd DecI1 

JONES, EDWARD, Blaenclydach, nr Tonypandy, Glam, Coal 
Miner Pontypridd Pet Dec9 Ord Decy 

KENNIFORD, WILLIAM JAMES, Porihcawl, Glam, 
Restaurant Keeper Cardiff Pet Declu Ord Dec 10 

MAKSH, EDWARD, Kidderminster, General Deal_r Kidder- 
minster Pet Decy Or. Dec ll 

MICKLAM, WILLIAM, King’s rd, Chelsea, Grocer 
Court PetSept zl Ord Dec 11 

MORGAN, THOMAS, Hirwain, Glam, Co'lier Aberdare Pet 
Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

MORTIMER, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Ynyshir, Glam, Colliery 
Labourer Pontypridd Pet Dec1ll Ord Dee 11 

MUSGROVE, RALPH SAMUEL, Langford, Beds, Wheelwright 
Bedford Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

NICHOLSON, ARTHUR, Holme Ou Spalding Moor, Yorks, 
Flour Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 22 Ord 
Dec 9 

NORMAN, GEORGE WILLIAM, Fye, Suffolk, Fishmonger 
Ipswich Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

OLIVER, RICHARD, Middlesbrough, 
brough Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

O'NEILL, JOHN, Cerne Abbas, Dorset 
Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 

PENNINGTON, ARTHUR, Ashton in MakerfielJ, Lancs, 
Joiner Wigan Pet Dec 11 Ord Dye 11 

Ports, MATTHEW BERTRAM, Greetland, Yorks, Phytician 
Halifax Pet Dec lu Ord Dec lv 
y, Louis HENRY, Salisbury house, London Wall High 
Court Pet Nov 3v Ord Dec li 

REYNOLDS, ALFRED GEORGE, >u ton rd, Muswell bill, 
Selesman High Court Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 

RHopEs, HARRY ERNEST, Malvera Link, Worcester, China 
Dealer Worcester Pet vec 11 Ord Dec ll 

ROTHWELL, BERTHA, Bolton Bolton Vet Dec 6 Ord 
Dec 6 * 
STACEY-JONES, MARY ELIZA, Blashford House, nr Ring 
wood, tants Salisbury Pec Dec lu Ord Dec lu 
TAYLOR, JOHN ERNEST, Devizes, Plasterer Bath Pet 
Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

TAYLOR, JOSEPH RIDINGS, Heywood, Mechanical Steel 
FKorger Bolton Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Leeds,-Merchant’s Assistant 
Pet Dec 9 Urd Dec 9 

Tomas, JOHN LAMBERT, Leckhampion, Glos, Grocer 
Cheltenham Pet Nov 23 Oid Dee 19 


Printer 


Pet Dec 9 


Derby Pet 


High 


Butcher Middles- 


Dorchest2r Pet 


Leeds 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MOoOORNRGATE STHABT, LONDYDoOonN, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Couasel, will be sent oa 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


*pplication. 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FORK PROSPECTUS. 
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ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. | Pexnrsaton, ARTHUR, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, 


i : : c, 19, Exchange st, 
Oates, George ARTHUR, Worksop, Timber Merchant a Dee St 8 OS Be : . 
SheMield Adjud Mar22 Annul Dec 5 | STANDARD LEAD AND GLAss Co, THE, Ilford, Essex, 
Lead, Glass end Paint Merchants Dec 31 at 12 Off 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Dec. 17. Rec, 14, Bedford row 
TAYLOR. JoHN WILLIAM, Long Eaton, Derby, Cab Note | 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Proprietur Dec 3vat 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park ° 
. st, Nottinghar $ 
Banks, NORMAN, Morecambe, Lancavter Preston Pet vTavine. Seamem RIpewes. Heywood, Mechanical Steel A unique Booklet 


Nov ll Ord Dee 13 ; ‘ P _ - tne . 
. ‘ . Tot! , Forger Dec 31 at 11.30 Uff Rec, 19, Exchange 5, 
BousFiELY, JAMES, York, Tailor York Pet Dec 11 Ord Bolton r about 


Dee il " : . 

. VALLANceE, G A, Parking rd, Essex, Coal Merchant 
BRADLEY, HENRY, Killamarsh, Derby, Grocer Chester ee a “. 5 Shes ee: 
vo ylltld Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 ._ | WILLIAMS, ELIZABETH and WILLIAM OWEN WILLIAMS, 
BYWATER, ALFRYD EDWARD, Fleetwood, Lancs, Grocer Penybont, Garn Volbenmaen, Carnarvonshire, General 


Preston Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 Merchants Dec 27 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
AND) 


Evans, James, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Tea Merchant > 

Bangor Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 4 Tatic ' : . ‘ ; 

; . Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 

HANDELMAN, 8, Mile End rd, Leather Merchant High Loudon Gazette of Dec 10: 

Court Pet Nov26 Ord Dec 13 . - 
HARRINGTON, FREDERICK CHARLES ALorsius, Eastleigh, | CARNELL, ALBERT, Nottingham, Painter and Decorator, 

Southampton, Stationer Southampton Pet Dee 12 Dec 18 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Ord Dee 12 


Hosns, WILLIAM Elmsetone Hardwi k, G'os, Farmea ADJUDICATIONS. 


( heite nham Pet D c12 Ord Dee (2 7 » 
HOLDEN JouN WILLIAM, Black»oo!, Monumental Mason | BOUSFIELD, James, York, Tailor York Pet Decll Ord 
Preston Pet Dec 14 Ori De: 14 Dee 11 , 
oa . , BRADLEY, Henry, Killamarsh, Derby, Grocer Chester- 


Hooper, ERNEST JAMES, Eisibourne ter, Paddington, 
S-cretary to a Compwy High Court Pet Nov 26 ' fleld ~~ Dee + Ord _ cs » : 
Ord Dee 18 SYWATER, LFKED EDWARD. eetwood, Lancs, Croce 

Jonneos, Harry Watts, Potter's Bar, Herts. Surveyor _ Preston Pet Dec 138 Ord Dec 18 a A S Vy an d 
High Court Pet July 19 Ord Dec 6 Evans. James, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Tea Merchant 


Ker, G A, Margate, Jeweller Canterbury Pet Nov 27 Bangor Pet Dc 12 Ord Dec 12 . Writing Chairs 


Ord Dec 14 Heez, Gustav JACKEL, Hatton gdn, Factor High | 


CRNNEDY, THOMAS, Hockley, B ingh —s Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Dee 18 
KENNED ey irmingham, Provision | ions, WILLIAM, Elmstone Hardwick, Glos, Farmer Roll-top Tables, 


Dealer Birmingham Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Cheltenham Pet Dec 12 Oni Dec 12 


LAWSON, WILLIAM ScoTtT, Scarborough Scarbor l 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 13 CAPDOFOUS" | HOLDEN, JOHN WILLIAM, Blackpool, Monumental Mzson Bookcases, Ad- 
MATTHEWS, CHARLES, ‘axilby, Lincs, Baker Lincoln Freston Prt Dee lt Ord Dec 14 ; } . 
Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 KENNEDY, THOMAS, Hockley, Birmingham,Provision Dealer 
MRTCALFR, JAMES WAKE, Bilton York, Wholesale - Birmingham Pet ae re Dec * - we justable Couches 
Merchant Kings‘on upon Hull Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 ATTHEWS, CHARLES, Saxilby, Lince, Baker Lincoln e 
MOULAND, CHARLES, East Chaldon, Dorset, Dairyman Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 Will be seat free by 


Poole Pet Nov 28 Ord Dre 13 MEICALFR, JAMES WAKE, Bilton, Yorks, Wholesale Hay 

Muncey, ALBERT JAME-, Bedford, Baker Bedford Pet Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 3 Ord 
Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 Dec 3 

. > . . > bon Pet Dee 1! . , . oe . Pet 


NEAL, Et Win, Leicester, Painter Leicester 13) Mt NgBY, ALBERT James, Bedford, Baker Bedford 
eC 


Ord Dee 13 I 14 Ord Dee 14 & co LTD 
OVERMANN, FREDERICK H*kNEY, Wilmslow, Chester, | xp ae fin . ~ainte — ¢ 
Architect Manchester Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 PO, Fs Se, Se, Se ey Se TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
RUSSEL, FRANCIS COKAYNE, Taplow, Bucks, Estate Agent rs ras . . z 
Windsor Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 12 PECKHAM, ARTEUR EpWARD, Southampton, Newsagent LONDON 

VALLANCE, G A, Barking rd, Plai-tow, Coal Merchant Southampton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 12 
High Court Pet Nov2l Ord Dec 12 PERKINS, JOHN GUY, Madeirard,Streatham Wandsworth 

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH ROBERT, Llandudno, Grocer Bangor hen Oct 17 Ord Dec 18 
Pet Decl2 O.d Dec 12 PRINCE, FREDERICK ANTOINE, Charing Cross, Army Con- 
nee. ‘ eee: . tractor HighCourt Pet Oct 16 Ord Dec 1 

RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED, Rvurt, ALFRED, Fulham rd, Inventor and Company Director 

PickETT, WILLIAM Ronert, Great Eastern Hotel High Court Pet Sept 14 Ord Dee 12 
Liverpool st High Court Kec Ord Sept4 Res Dec 12 | SCHNEIDER, ELIAS, New Oxford st, Tobacconist High 

eT ER TA8 Court ’e “t & 1 12 

FIRST MEETINGS. _ ee FOS Ost 58 Cad Bes 18 TO OWNERS oF Property, TRUSTEES AND 
souSvIRLD. JAMES, York, Tailor Dec 28 at Of R WILLIAMS, JOSEPH ROBERT, Penrhyn Bay, Grecer Bangor 
The Rad Meuse, Densembe pl, Yeu a Re Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 Soticirors. — MANY BUSINESS PREMISES, 
CHRIMES, PHILIP HENRY CRAVEN, Scarborough Jan 6 TowN ResIDENCES, COUNTRY MANSIONS, 


at 4 Roya! Hotel, St Nicholas st, Scarborou ch , y TOC el -_ _ 
HANDELMAN, 8, Mile End rd, Leather Merchant Dec £0 FARM BUILDINGS, ETc., ARE DANGEROUSLY 


at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st UNDER-INSURED. ,THE PRESENT INCREASED 

HARRINGTON, FREDERICK CHARLES Aloysius, Eastleigh, . . 7 0 " _ _ 
Southampton, Stationer Dec 30 at 11 Of Rec, Mii. COST OF BUILDING IS OVERLOOKED AND THE 
land Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton NECESSARY REVISION OF POLICIES NEGLECTED. 

Hoover, BRNEsT JAMES, Eastbourne ter, Paddingto>, nance , . ve acne 
ae ag =< Company Jan 1 at 1l Bankrupt y ‘ . SOLICITORS’ KNIGH A FRANK & RUTLEY 
vyidgs, Carey & ew 

LAWSON, WILLIAM 8CoTT, Scarborough Jan Gat 3.30 ¢ Dy ty; - *REPARE SPORTS F ITE N oF 
mat tory sen, Jan oa230 on | MACHINES Be I ean a oe en Eee 

YNERS IN sL FARTS ° t NGDOM, 


MARSH, EDWARD, Kidderminster, General Dealer Dec 20 Hi 
ire 10/- Month, 
OrFricEs—20, HANOVER SQUARE, W. 

















at 3 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 
MATTHEWS, CHARLES, Saxilby, Lincoln, Baker Dec 3 ‘ ~~ 

12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln . ‘- r 27/6 Quarter. Deducted 
MOULAND, CHARLES, East Cha'don, Dorset, Dairyman . if bought the Ist quarter. 


Dec 30 at 2.30 100, High st (first fe 0"), Poole - 
NEAL, EDWIN, L —— Panter Dec 2s at ll Of Rec, MSS. Copied. ; REEVES & TURNER, 
1, Berridge st, Leices: er T 
NORMAN, GEORGE WILLIAM, Eye, Suffolk, Fishmonger AYLOR S LTD. LAW BOOKSELLERS. 


Dec 27 at 12.16 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


PANKHURST, THOMAS, Chatham) Licensed Victualler De« (Dept. Soir.) 74, Chancery Lane, London. A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
» %0at2 115, High st, Rochester ; TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


205rd Year of the Office. The Oldest Insurance Office in the World| 14 BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 8, Bream's Buildings.) 


FIRE OFFICE 
me BRAND'S 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.c. ia tS Ss S N Cc E 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. B E S F, 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
=\j EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, —_ 

‘S ‘ WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and Disease | CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 

<P —¥ including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS. N Vv f D 
Crpeod (rom Policy dated LR e 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. ALI S « 
Price Lists of Ia: alid Preparations free oa 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, Ww.C. BRAID és OO ir D. 


A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 5. W. 

















